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AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE 
CUSTOMERS FROM CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SvuBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Works AND REsouRCES 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Roseville, Calif. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., Legion Hall, 
Roseville, Calif., Representative Earl Chudoff (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Chudoff and John E. Moss, Jr. 

Also present, James A. Lanigan, counsel for the Subcommittee on 
Public Works and Resources; Arthur Perlman, staff director ; Clarence 
A. Winder, consultant; and J. P. Carlson, minority counsel for the 
committee on Government Operations of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Cuvporr. The subcommittee will be in order. First, I’d like to 
apologize for starting 15 minutes late, but conditions beyond our con- 
trol made it impossible to get started on time, and I’d like to make this 
opening statement. 

For those of you who have not met us before, this is the Public Works 
and Resources Subcommittee of the House Committee on Government 
Operations. Included among our duties is that of keeping an eye on 
the operations and efficiency of the Department of the Interior, and 
this includes the Central Valley project, here in your great State of 
California. 

We are meeting here today and tomorrow, at the request of your 
Congressman, the Honorable Clair Engle. On May 15, Congressman 
Engle asked me, as chairman of the subcommittee, to reopen a series of 
hearings which the subcommittee held in 1955, in order to consider the 
continued refusal of the Department of the Interior to sell any power 
to the city of Roseville. 

Roseville, of course, has a legal preference right to the purchase of 
federally generated power. Further, Roseville has a history of a long, 
gallant and, at times, expensive fight to get this power. At our over- 
all power hearings, in San Francisco, last September, your city man- 
ager, Mr. David Koester, told us of your plight. We had hoped that by 
this time some arrangements would have been made for you to receive 
Federal power. Unfortunately this has not occurred, despite the fact 
that the firm power available for sale from the Central Valley project 
has increased from 300,000 to 450,000 kilowatts, with the filling of the 
reservoirs at the Folsom and Nimbus Dams. 

I have promised Congressman Engle that we will try to secure all 
the facts bearing upon this situation. The subcommittee staff has 
already gathered a considerable amount of technical data from the In- 
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terior Department and from the major customers of the Central Valley 
project. This material will be placed in an appendix at the end of the 
printed record. 

Before closing, I would like to say something about a commitment of 
33,000 kilowatts to the Colorado River Commission of Nevada. The 
Secretary of the Interior has kept this open on an annual renewal basis. 
The last renewal expired in June of this year. The commitment has 
never been put into effect because Nevada has not been able to make 
the necessary wheeling arrangements with the two electric companies 
involved. 

As I understand it, prior to June 1, 1956, Nevada applied for an 
extension of the commitment, but the Secretary of the Interior has 
not yet acted upon this request. The matter of the renewal of the 
Nevada allocation is one that the Secretary of the Interior must him- 
self decide. However, if the decision is to renew the Nevada con- 
tract, it is still difficult to see a justification of denying power to Rose- 
ville, at least until power is actually delivered to Nevada in sufficient 
amounts to leave none available for Roseville. In the meantime, it 
is possible that other Federal generation may alleviate the situation. 

f there is anyone here who wishes to testify and who has not made 
arrangements to do so, please come up and speak to the staff director, 
Mr. Arthur Perlman. 

Now, before calling the first witness, I think we ought to introduce 
the men sitting at the table with me. To my left, at the far end of 
the table, is Arthur Perlman, He is staff director of the Subcommittee 
on Public Works and Resources of the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

Next to him is Mr. Clarence A. Winder, who is a special consultant 
for the subcommittee. 

Next to him is James Lanigan, counsel for the subcommittee. 

‘a On my right is the Honorable John Moss, Congressman from Cal- 
ifornia. 

And to his right is John Phillip Carlson, who is minority counsel 
for the Committee on Government Operations of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

Our first witness this morning is your own Congressman, whom we 
consider it an honor and privilege to hear, the Honorable Clair Engle 
of California. Will you come up, Mr. Engle? Mr. Engle is the 
chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
House of Representatives. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Enete. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would like 
to say that the people of this community and I, personally, very much 
appreciate the presence of this subcommittee here today. We are 
conscious of the fact that as chairman of this subcommittee you have 
come clear across the Nation, all the way from Pennsylvania, to be 
here to preside over this hearing. 

We are also aware of the fact that there are other matters which 
could properly and probably will for the rest of the time between now 
and the first week of November occupy your time and attention, which 
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makes it all the more gracious and generous on your part to come here 
and participate in this hearing and to hold it for us. 

As you have stated in your opening statement, I requested this 
hearing in order to get a determination of what the facts are with 
reference to the availability of power in the Central Valley project for 
other preference customers. 

On Mer 15, 1956, I made the request and said at that time that I 
had asked you and your subcommittee to explore thoroughly the 
availability of power from Shasta and Folsom Dams for the city of 
Roseville, and that it seemed incredible that the 10,000 kilowatts 
requested by Roseville cannot be furnished out of the 450,000 kilowatts 
of firm Federal power available in the Central Valley area. 

We have felt that the Interior Department has not been candid 
with us about this situation; that the Interior Department has not 
produced the facts and figures in the manner that they should; that 
considering the preference positoin of the city of Roseville, and it 
is a preference customer, there has been a notable lack of enthusiasm 
or desire on the part of the Interior Department officials to give to the 
city of Roseville the preference it is entitled to under the law. 

And those circumstances were so aggravating to me that I just felt 
that an impartial body should step in here and take a look at what is 
going on with reference to the request of the city of Roseville. 

Now you have, Mr. Chairman, referred in general terms to some of 
the history so far as the city of Roseville is concerned. The city made a 
contract in 1945 to take power as a preference customer from the Cen- 
tral Valley project. The city of Roseville, I believe, was the first city 
and perhaps the first preference customer to sign a contract with the 
Bureau of Reclamation under the Central Valley project, but the city 
of Roseville couldn’t get delivery of power from the Central Valley 
project because there was no transmission line and no wheeling ar- 
rangement with the private power company; and, as a consequence, 
the city of Roseville sat here for a period of some 5 years waiting for 
delivery of power under the contract it had with the Bureau of 
Reclamation, which was never forthcoming for those reasons. 

The people of Roseville had to pay a penalty for their desire to 
execute the preference clearly given them under the 1944 Flood Con- 
trol Act as a preference customer, having a first and a priority right 
to power, because the private company put a penalty rate on the deliv- 
ery of power to the city of Roseville while it waited for performance 
of the contract with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

In other words, the people of this area were chastised by the private 
power company, penalized for asserting their right to the preference 
given them under the law, and those penalties and that chastisement 
meant something like $75,000 in cash out of the pockets of the people 
and the taxpayers of the city of Roseville. 

Other cities signed up contracts with the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. Finally, the city of Roseville had to throw in the towel because 
the penalties were so heavy and the possibilities of either getting a 
transmission line in here or getting a wheeling arrangement with the 
P. G. & E. seemed to be so remote that they couldn’t continue to stand 
the chastisement for their assertion of their legal rights and the pri- 
ority given them under the law—and so they finally had to cave in and 
sign a contract. 
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Shortly after that, the private utility, the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., executed a wheeling contract with the Bureau of Reclamation; 
but then, of course, the city of Roseville was already tied up on its 
contract and with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and it could not 
then assert its rights under the contract which it had had with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and which it had had to abandon at a cost to 
itself and its taxpayers here in this community of some $75,000 which 
they forked over to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. as a penalty for 
their independence and for asserting their rights. 

And so I say to you that on that basis and in the light of that history 
it would seem to me that the city of Roseville has some extra entitle- 
ment, at least moral consideration, with reference to what is done with 
ee power in the Central Valley project. Other communities 
lave since gotten Ceneral Valley project power, the city of Sacra- 
mento taking the major portion of it, whereas Roseville sits out here 
on the end of a limb. 

Now their contract has again expired and they are asking for pref- 
erence power from the Central Valley project. 

Last year as this subcommittee discovered in San Francisco, there 
were some 11 municipalities throughout California, all of whom were 
confronted with a rate raise from the private power company of some 
30 percent. Of course, they all came to the Bureau of Reclamation and 
said, how about giving us some power? Well, the Bureau said it didn’t 
have any power, and finally they all signed up and are paying the 
rate increase provided for in the new contracts, with the exception 
of the city of Roseville, which again, as it was from 1946 on, is paying 
a penalty rate because of its obstinacy in asserting a right clearly given 
it under the reclamation law to preference to CVP power. 

And today this city is paying a penalty, being chastised again and 
punished, to the tune of something like $2,400 a month for asserting 
its rights clearly given to it under the law. 

As I say, this city is the only one that now stands out; and I am in 
hopes that this subcommittee in its inquiry will give some attention 
to whether or not there has been a deliberate collaboration between 
Interior officials and the private power company for the purpose of 
again, by penalty rates, and additional charges for month-to-month 
service, again trying to pressure and blackjack the city of Roseville 
into abandoning the preference right clearly given it under the law. 

I don’t know that such collaboration has existed, but I say that I 
hope this subcommittee will take a look to see whether or not such 
collaboration has actually occurred. I don’t suspect that at this level 
here, but I think that it may have occurred at higher levels in the 
Department of the Interior. 

You referred, Mr. Chairman, to the Nevada contract for 33,000 kilo- 
watts of power. That contract was first executed in 1952. I vigorously 
protested at that time the execution of that contract on the ground 
that this was a power-short area and it was wrong in principle in any 
case to transmit this power over a mountain range and into another 
State completely out of the watershed of the streams that produce 
the power. 

My protests were unavailing and the contract was signed. I would 
like, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, to make some excerpts from 
these letters of protest I wrote to Mr. Chapman at that time and to 








AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 5 


Mr. Mittelstaedt, the president of the California Public Utilities Com- 
mission, and others. 

They will not be voluminous, but I think that this record of this 
subcommittee should show those protests because the things that were 
stated in those letters at that time have turned out to be completely 
true, namely, that this is a power-short area and that that power should 
never have been committed away. 

It was committed to the people over in Nevada on the basis of a 
wheeling arrangement to be entered in at some other time, or executed 
at some other time. As a matter of fact, those 33,000 kilowatts of 
power set aside for Nevada have never been delivered to Nevada, 

cause the wheeling arrangement was never consummated with the 
private power companies and the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has taken 
the power. 

In other words, what appears to be a contract with a preference 
customer, the State of Nevada, actually gives the private power com- 
pany, a nonpreference customer, the power. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Engle, can I interrupt you at this 
moment? You know you are talking to a fellow from Philadelphia. 
I don’t understand these things very much. You are telling me that 
33,000 kilowatts were allotted to the State of Nevada and because the 
State of Nevada couldn’t get anybody to wheel that power from the 
Central Valley project into Nevada, Pacific Gas & Electric Co. got 
these 33,000 kilowatts 

Mr. Enate. That is right. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Now it appears to me that if the Administration, 
or the Bureau of Reclamation, or whoever it is that distributes this 


power, couldn’t deliver it to Nevada, which would be a preference 
customer under the law, certainly if there are any other preference 
customers entitled to this power, they should get first priority to it; 
isn’t that true? 

Mr. Eno. That would be my view of the case, but the Interior 
Department took the poe that inasmuch as it had committed that 


power to Nevada, it had to have that power continuously available 
to deliver to Nevada in the event the wheeling arrangements were 
consummated. 

In other words, the Interior Department could not, according to 
its view, in the light of the contract it had with the Nevada people make 
another contract to deliver that same power to someone else in this 
State as a preference customer and on a firm basis. 

But the P. G. & E. has an arrangement whereby it picks up all these 
tag ends of power that are not used for one reason or another; and, 
of course, this 33,000 kilowatts immediately got into that secondary 
category, and the private power company picks up the 33,000 kilowatts. 
All of that time it has been getting and using it while Nevada sits 
there and holds the contract. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. The amazing part about this, Congressman, is that 
this contract with Nevada was made in 1952 on a 1-year renewal basis; 
and even though Nevada has never had the opportunity of using this 
power because they couldn’t get anybody to wheel it, the Secretary of 
the Interior has renewed this contract every year, and they haven’t 
even acted on the question of renewing it this year. They have just 
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let it hang over and in spite of that they are giving the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. this power. 

Mr. Enete. Yes. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Iam wrong. I just want to keep the record straight. 
Mr. Lanigan says it was a 1-year nonrenewable agreement that had 
been renewed even though the first agreement said it gave them 1 year 
to get somebody to wheel this power, they kept renewing it every 
year in spite of the fact the first contract said it shouldn’t be renewed 
after 1 year. 

Mr. Ener. You have made a correct statement of the case in 
regard to renewal. They have renewed it and they have renewed it in 
every instance over my protest. It is up again and Congressman John 
Moss and I both protested on all the grounds previously asserted, plus 
the additional one at this time that there is a demonstrated shortage 
of power in this area. 

Mr. Moss. Would you yield for a question at that point? 

Mr. Enete. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Isn’t it true that the P. G. & E. has here an unbeatable 
combination ; they are the beneficiaries of the contract, they get 33,000 
kilowatts, they refuse to wheel the power, thus assuring that they 
will continue to get it so long as the Bureau of Reclamation is willing 
to grant new contracts each year for the 33,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Enetz. That is precisely the case. They have their hands in 
this wheeling business and they veto that, and thereby sit at the other 
end of the wire and pick off the power on the ground that it can’t 
be wheeled. 

Now the significant thing about this is that this 33,000 kilowatts 
of power is 3 times what this little community needs. When you 
get right down to it, the amount of power this community needs isn’t 
a bucketful if you can think of power in terms of bucketfuls, it just 
isn’t anything. It is a wisp of power, when you consider the total 
power in the Central Valley system. 

Now we have had a particularly good water year, and we have a firm 
power capability of 450,000 kilowatts in the Central Valley project, 
and the stubbornness, the stubbornness and the unwillingness and the 
resistance from the highest places in the Interior Department to the 
delivery of this little snip of power to the city of Roseville—I say 
the stubbornness, the constant and persistent refusal to act or to move 
with reference to this tiny amount of power for a community that 
has been penalized for asserting its rights under the preference laws 
of this land—is a thing that attracted my attention to this problem 
here today. One reason I am here is because I simply do not like 
that kind of an operation; it appears to me as so completely wrong 
and unfair and unwarranted, that something should be done about it. 

Now, as I say, this Nevada power contract is three times the power 
that Roseville needs. The people of Roseville would be perfectly 
willing to take this power—that is, that which is now committed to 
Nevada—on a secondary basis, and say to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and Interior Department, “Very well, you have a contract with 
Nevada. We will agree with you that if you give us the power, when 
it starts to be wheeled to Nevada, you can take it away from us without 
any penalty on contract.” 

Now that is the kind of an arrangement this city has been willin 
to go into, but it has been sitting here, paying a penalty rate, pennlinn’ 
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and chastised by the private-power company to the tune, as I say, 
of about $2,400 a month for asserting its right to a preference, willing 
to sit in a second place, second to Nevada, recognizing the priority 
of Nevada’s contract, should Nevada assert it and ever get wheeling, 
and still they can’t get any power, because the Bureau comes along 
and says, “Well, there are other preference customers who might have 
a first right.” 

Roseville is willing to take a second position as to all of those, and 
to say, “Well, all right, we will be second not only to the Nevada 
contract as it previously exists, or if renewed, but we are willing 
to be second in priority to all preference customers, not only as to 
their present uses, but as to the increase of those uses. But give us 
the power that you have left, and whenever you have to take it away 
from us, either to deliver it to Nevada or to deliver it to some other 
preference customer who has increased his use, but because of his 
priority in time is a preference customer, then go ahead and take it 
away from us.” They are willing to do that in spite of the fact that, 
as I said, history indicates they are one of the first communities that 
ever signed a contract with the Federal Government and didn’t get 
delivery under that contract through no fault of their own, but 
through the inability of the Interior Department either to build trans- 
mission lines or arrange a wheeling contract in time for the delivery 
of the power. 

They are willing to be second to everybody who is now a preference 
customer and second to the Nevada contract, and take anything that 
is left and still they can’t get an agreement with the Interior Depart- 
ment to deliver them this thimbleful of power. 

Now, I assert that there is something sadly amiss here when we have 
that kind of a situation. 

Mr. Moss. Will you yield? 

Mr. Enete. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. Moss. All they are asking is that they be permitted at this 
point to stand aside from their preference under law, and receive the 
same equality of treatment accorded a nonpreference customer, the 
Pacific Gas & Electric. 

Mr. Enate. Well, I wouldn’t say that. I think that they ought to 
be ahead of the P. G. & E. 

Mr. Moss. I say that is all they are asking, if they are asking for 
the secondary right to buy. It is just equality of treatment with the 
utility itself. 

heey Ener. The way the case sets now, the P. G. & E. is ahead of 
them, 

Mr. Moss. That is right. 

Mr. Enate. And because as soon as the power isn’t used by Nevada, 
the P. G. & E. gets it. We say that if the power is not used by Nevada 
or not used by any of their presently recognized preference customers 
who has a contract with the Government, then Roseville should get 
it, not the P. G. & E. And it seems to me that that is a position so 
reasonable and so fair that no honest administrator of this program 
trying to comply with the law would refuse it. 

Now I have already referred, Mr. Chairman, to the power situation 
in the Central Valley project. It is very good. I know you are going 
to have some testimony on that score and that is important because 
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the record is not clear at present just what this situation is, at least 
so far as the public is concerned. 

It is easy, you know, for the Bureau of Reclamation or Interior 
Department officials to sit up and say, “Oh, well, we don’t have enough 
power; these other preference customers are first; we have.to have 
so much reserve, and we are holding that reserve,” and all of those 
things. It gets very confusing. 

And that is the reason I requested, Mr. Chairman, that you get 
some people in here who understand these rate situations just as well 
as the Interior Department people themselves do, in order that the 
people of this area, and of the country generally may see precisely what 
the situation is. 

There is one other aspect of this that I want to call to your attention, 
and that is that Roseville wants to be in a position to get Trinity 
River power, as do these other municipalities. When the Trinity 
River power comes on it will be public power on which these people 
would be entitled to a preference. Now if the private utility can tie 
up all of these municipalities in long-term contracts so that when the 
Trinity power comes on they are tied up, tied hand and foot, then the 
Trinity power is going to have to go someplace else, isn’t it? And 
if the termination of those contracts is at a time different from the 
time when the Trinity power comes on the line, somebody is going 
to get that power other than these preference customers, because they 
won’t be able to get themselves unlocked from their contracts. 

Let’s assume that the Trinity power would come on in 4 years and 
their contract would run for 5 or for 7 years. They couldn’t get loose 
from their contracts. 


Now that is the nub of this case here and in my opinion it was the 
nub of the case with the other 10 municipalities that signed new con- 
tracts. The terminal dates of their contracts are aimed to be beyond 
the time that the Trinity River power comes on. 

When power gets ready to flow off the line, the Interior ere. 


ment is going to have to do something with it. It can’t just dump 
it off on the ground. So it has to sell the power, and it has to sell the 
power to somebody, and who is going to be standing around there 
getting ready to take that power? Well, it won’t take three guesses 
to find out what it is all about, and little Roseville is the only one who 
is standing here and slugging it out trying to be free and clear so that 
when and if the Trinity power gets to rolling in the next 4 or 5 years, 
they will have a chance to take ahold of it. 

But if the private utility can tie up all of these preference custom- 
ers in long-term contracts, or contracts of such length that the ter- 
minal dates of those contracts are beyond the time that the Trinity 
power becomes available, then there are no preference customers 
around here; and here sits the Bureau of Reclamation with a wonder- 
ful flow of power off of lines, and no preference customers. But there 
will be a customer there, you can certainly be sure of that—it will 
be the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

I say to you that that is a significant factor in this case, which I 
hope that this subcommittee will look at, and I hope before these hear- 
ings are over, Mr. Chairman, that we can get the record very straight 
as to what the situation is with reference to the availability of power, 
that we can get the record very straight with reference to what posi- 
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tion the city of Roseville has taken, that is, that it is willing to take 
anything that is left, whatever it is, and as long as it is left, and then 
if it isn’t there any more, of course they will have to go back on their 
penalty rate with the private utility. 

I hope, too, that this subcommittee will make some inquiry as to 
whether or not there has been a direct collaboration between Interior 
Department officials and officials of the private utility for the purpose 
of sandbagging this little community with constant extensions of 
time and penalty rates back into the position where they have to 
sign up whether they like it or not. 

And I hope, too, that this committee will explore, because this is the 
Committee on Government Operations, just what can be done when 
there is a deliberate and flagrant violation of the law, or unwilling- 
ness of an administrative agency to carry out the law, when the failure 
to carry out that law results in monetary damages to municipalities 
and other public agencies. 

It seems to me that there ought to be some way of getting at this 
besides sitting here and howling in public about what is going on. 

The law very plainly says that this community is entitled to a pref- 
erence to this power. Now if that law is being violated, deliberately 
and flagrantly, as I believe that it is, then somebody ought to be held 
to account for it in some more direct fashion than just simply setting 
up a clamor in public about their failure to carry out the law, espe- 
cially when the failure to carry out the law and the refusal to carry 
it out, brings on this community as it has before, financial loss in the 
sum of $75,000. Today the losses are again running to the amount 
of some $2,400 a month in the direct penalties they are paying because 
they are standing on their rights under the law. 

Now I don’t know whether there is any way to get at that sort of 
thing, but maybe the Committee on Government Operations which 
has a broad field and sees very many cases of this type, would be able 
to explore and find some way to do it. 

Again I want to express by appreciation to you, and to Congressman 
John Moss for being here, and especially to you, Mr. Chairman, for 
coming here all the way from Philadelphia. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Engle, when you were giving us your 
statement, you asked for permission to place in the record certain 
letters of protest that you sent to certain people in the Interior Depart- 
ment concerning this situation. 

Mr. Ener. Excerpts. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Excerpts of those letters. Without objection, they 
will be admitted into the record. I’d like you to leave them with the 
staff director, marked off as to what you want in the record. 

Mr. Enetz. Thank you very much. 

(Excerpts of the letters referred to hereinabove are shown below 
as follows :) 

Marcu 12, 1952. 
Hon. Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. SECRETARY: Relevant to the letter I wrote you the other day in re- 
gard to the application of certain Nevada officials for Shasta power, and the 
conference which Mr. Boke has scheduled on that subject matter: 

I have been shown a copy of a letter written by Mr. Baring to you under date 
of March 11, 1952, in which he asserts that the preference customers in Nevada 
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are entitled to priority over “the private utility company in northern California” 
and that the law requires that such priority be given. The fact is that northern 
California preference customers have not until recently been able to rely upon 
the Federal Government delivering preference power contracted for on a firm 
basis. The transmission lines have just been completed and only last year the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. entered into a wheeling contract which would give 
soMe assurance to preference customers that firm power contracted for would 
be delivered. I am confident that it will not be very long until a large per- 
centage, if not all, of Shasta power will be contracted to preference customers. 

California preference customers are not entitled to the preference to the 
power, but are entitled to a reasonable time in which to exercise that preference 
after the Government has the facilities to deliver firm power when contracted 
for. Furthermore, the power generated at Shasta is a northern California re- 
source which should not be taken clear over a mountain range into another 
State.. Shasta power is now being used to help pay the financial load on the 
whole Central Valley project from Redding to Bakersfield, and we do not pro- 
pose to see any part of it pirated clear over the Sierra Nevada mountains. 

I hope you will take a hand in this matter personally and direct Mr. Boke to 
drop the present negotiations, which can have no other effect than disappointing 
the anticipation of the people of Nevada and creating unnecessary controversy. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAIR ENGLE, Member of Congress. 


DECEMBER 18, 1952. 
Hon. RICHARD MITTELSTAEDT, 
President, California Public Utilities Commission, 
San Francisco, Calif. 

Dear Mr. MiTretstaEptT: According to an article in the Sacramento Bee of 
December 10, a meeting will be held soon by the Colorado River Commission of 
Nevada and private power company representatives to work out a way to de- 
liver 30,000 kilowatts of Shasta Dam power to Nevada through exchanges of 
power by the private companies as a result of a recently executed contract with 
the Interior Department. Presumably, any such agreements will have to be 
approved by the Utilities Commisssion. 

If any hearing is held on such a proposal, I request the right to appear in 
protest. The transfer of Central Valley project power from northern Cali- 
fornia where power reserves are short and moving it across State lines, a dis- 
tance of about 700 miles, will be seriously detrimental, not only to California 
as a whole, but, in particular, to the district and communities which I represent. 

The recent Sacramento Utility District contract executed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation (a contract which incidentally I vigorously approve) preempts 
nearly all of the publicly generated power in northern California. If the nego- 
tiations with the Nevada interests are completed, there will be no public power 
left for preference customers under the very shadow of Shasta Dam itself; 
Redding, in particular, and the irrigation districts and municipalities in the 
northern Sacramento Valley. This is a result that I do not intend to stand idly 
by and see occur. 

Cities such as Redding, Biggs, Gridley, the irrigation districts and others 
which have a preferred status under the reclamation law should first be given 
amply opportunity to purchase power which is generated right in the local area 
with public money. 

I enlist the aid of the commission to operate the Central Valley project as 
intended by the people of California and shall appreciate being notified when 
hearings are scheduled on this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAIR ENGLE, Member of Congress. 


Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Lanigan, do you have any questions to ask ? 

Mr. Lanican. I had one question. You mentioned Trinity power. 
I wonder if you could give us any idea of what the situation is on 
another possible power site at Auburn ? 

Mr. Enewe. Well, the Auburn project which is currently under 
study, will not, as I understand, produce a great amount of power, al- 
though there will be some. It will be primarily a project for irriga- 
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tion, but it is under consideration at this time. The only major source 
of additional public power which I know anything about to be pro- 
duced by the Federal Government will be on the Trinity. 

Now when the Feather River is developed, it will be developed as a 
State project, which I assume will be public power, but they will make 
their own arrangements. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Do you have any questions, Congressman Moss? 
Congressman Engle, I just want to comment and thank you and com- 
mend you for the forthright portrayal of the problem that you have 
made to this subcommittee. We haven’t been sitting by. When we 
heard of this situation in our hearings last year in San Francisco, we 
attempted to get into a study of the problem, and we did go to the 
expense of retaining a consultant, Mr. Clarence A. Winder, who has a 
reputation in California of being one of the greatest rate authorities 
in the State on problems of this kind. Mr. Winder is going to testify 
tomorrow afternoon, or tomorrow morning, as soon as we can get to 
him, on exactly what his study shows. 

I also want to say to you that this is a serious problem. This sub- 
committee has found that the people that suffer the most under these 
rather hazy administrations of the law. as far as public power cus- 
tomers are concerned, are little cities. 

When we were out in the Middle West, we found there was a city 
called Skiatook practically to be blacked out because they couldn’t get 
any power. As a result of that investigation, Skiatook did get the 
power that it so badly needed. And I am sure that as a result of coming 
here—and I certainly feel that I don’t deserve any special credit for 
coming 3,000 miles; I took this chairmanship, it is part of my job, it is 
my duty to come out here, and it has been a pleasure to be here—I 
assure you that I think as a result of what goes on here today and 
tomorrow we may work out the problem for Roseville. I hope that 
we do. 

It was been the great fight of the people of Roseville, the city admin- 
istration officials, and of course, you and Congressman Moss, who have 
kept this problem before us at all times, which made us look into the 
thing and come out here today to have the hearing. 

I assure you that we will go into the problem very thoroughly; and 
if we can help, you know this subcommittee will make the proper rec- 
ommendation. 

Now Congressman Engle, I hope you don’t have to leave. I think 
that if you will only stay with us, we might have the benefit of your 
good counsel on the problem. If you will sit up here at the committee 
table, I for one will appreciate it. 

Mr. Enetze. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Caruson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Cuuporr. You'd like to ask a question? 

Mr. Cartson. I’d like to ask you a question. In view of the fact 
that none of the Republican minority members are able to be in at- 
tendance, will I be permitted to participate in any other capacity than 
as an observer ? 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Carlson, before I make a decision, I’d like your 
indulgence for a minute. I’d like to talk to Congressman Moss 
about it. 

Mr, Cartson. My only interest is te—— 


84976—57 2 
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Mr. Moss. If I could just make an observation on that—it would 
be a most irregular and unusual procedure. 

Mr. Cuuporr. It is without precedent. 

Mr. Moss. Recognizing the minority is not represented by member- 
ship on the subcommittee at the moment, I would recommend that we 
grant the request for the minority counsel to direct questions to the 
witnesses. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Carlson, I for one have no objection to your ask- 
ing questions of the witnesses, and I want the record to remain clear 
that this is not a case where the subcommittee is acting in the capacity 
of State’s attorney or district attorney prosecuting anyone, and that 
Mr. Carlson, for the minority, is defense counsel. I think that it is a 
case where we are trying to get the facts. This is a fact finding com- 
mittee, and I personally have no objection. Of course, what Mr. 
Carlson has asked is without precedent, but certainly since we have 
no Republican Members of the Congress here as members of this sub- 
committee, I think that if there are some questions that we might have 
overlooked, Mr. Carlson would like to get in the record, I will allow 
him to ask questions. 

Mr. Carison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My only interest is to 
get the facts on the record. I want to read from a letter from Mr. 
Hoffman asking me to attend on behalf of the minority, a statement 
which is not inconsistent with Congressman Engle’s request. 

He said: 

If possible, ascertain just what particular complaint has been made, and, if 
justified, what can be done to correct the situation, 
and that is my only interest. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Carlson, if you can help the subcommittee, we 
are glad to have you ask any question which might occur to you. 

Mr. Cartson. I can put this letter in the record. You have a copy 
of it. 

Mr. Cuvporr. If you want to put it in the record, without objection, 
it will be so admitted. Do you have any questions to ask Congressman 
Engle, Mr. Carlson? 

Mr. Carson. No, sir. 

(The letter referred to hereinabove written by Mr. Hoffman is 
shown below as follows:) 

ALLEGAN, Micu., September 18, 1956. 
Mr. J. P. CARLSON, 


Minority Counsel, Committee on Government Operations, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CARLSON: Recent developments make it impossible for me to attend 
the hearing at Roseville. 

Will you kindly arrange with Mr. Perlman to attend those hearings as the 
representative of the minority, and, if possible, ascertain just what particular 
complaint has been made and, if justified, what can be done to correct the sit- 
uation, if it needs correction. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARE E. HorrMan. 


Mr. Cuuporr. The next witness is Senator Harold T. Johnson. Is 
Senator Johnson in the room? Would you come up, please, Senator. 
Senator Johnson, would you give us your full name, please? 

Senator Jonnson. Harold Terry Johnson. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Senator, from on now we are going to swear all wit- 
nesses, not because we don’t believe they are going to tell us the truth, 
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but we just feel that we ought to keep the record such to show every 
witness was sworn. I wonder if you would stand up and raise your 
right hand. 

Senator Johnson, do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are 
about to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Senator Jounson. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Senator, would you identify your capacity here, and 
proceed ? 


TESTIMONY OF STATE SENATOR HAROLD T. JOHNSON, FORMER 
MAYOR, CITY OF ROSEVILLE, CALIF. 


Senator Jounson. I am appearing here today as a former mayor of 
the city of Roseville. While [ was mayor I entered into the first con- 
tract with the Bureau of Reclamation for Federal power. Also, as a 
State senator, who was in the legislature during the time the legisla- 
ture enacted two pieces of legislation, asking the Congress of the 
United States and the Public Utilities Commission of California to 
curtail any further commitments of power out of the State and also 
an action asking the PUC now to allow the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. and Southern California Edison Co. to transmit or wheel any 
power until further investigations were made. 

Now, dating back to 1942, the city of Roseville started a movement 
to secure Federal power from the Central Valley project under the 
preference clause as a preference customer under the law. 

For 3 years, or approximately that time, we were in negotiations 
with the Federal Government and also the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
as to signing a new contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. or a 
contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for Federal power. 

That investigation by the city was carried on over a period of 3 
ears, and in 1945 we entered into a contract with the Bureau of Rec- 
amation for low-cost public power from the Central Valley system. 

That was prior to the start of the Folsom project. 

At that time there was a great deal of controversy over the way that 
power was to be delivered from the Central Valley project in the 
municipalities who were requesting low-cost public power. 

The proposal for wheeling was made to the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. by various agencies both local and Federal, and from 1945 until 
1950 there was no agreement reached as to the wheeling of public 
power to preference customers. 

Now from 1945 until 1950 the city was placed under an obligation 
whereby we were sacrificing dollars to wait out the delivery of this 
power. ; 

Now I believe our Congressman went into that very thoroughly, and 
there is no need for me to go into it further; but we did pay a penalty 
up until 1950. 

Now when the new contract was entered into with the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co., the city was offered a certain saving, but in that con- 
tract there was an open provision for further rate consideration before 
the public utilities commission. 

Shortly after the contract was signed, the case was made by the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to the public utilities commission and they 
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were allowed a rate increase that almost wiped out the saving that 
was offered in the contract. 

Now the city of Roseville for some time has fought this delivery of 
low-cost public power, and we are still fighting it to this day. The 
city has been placed with a financial obligation ever since we started 
this fight back in 1945, when we signed the first Bureau of Reclama- 
tion contract for the delivery of low-cost public power. 

All of us who were in local government at that time, and later as I 
was made State senator, carried on that fight for the delivery of 
low-cost power. 

At the present time the city is placed under a very heavy financial 
burden to continue this fight, and we are asking this committee to 
make the investigation, to make certain that power is available, and 
try to make provisions through administrative acts to allow the city 
of Roseville to participate in receiving this low-cost power. 

Now, the act that was passed by the legislature in 1952, Assembly 
Concurrent Resolution No. 15, which was sent to each Member of 
the Congress, officials of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of 
Interior, and many others, asked that the contract for the 33,000 kilo- 
watts that were to be sent to Nevada not be consummated. 

As you know by the record that was established by the Congress- 
man today, it was signed and has been renewed each year. Now, at 
the present time that contract is up for renewal and the city of Rose- 
ville is asking for consideration again on any basis that the Federal 
Government would be willing to sign a contract with the city for a 
portion of that low-cost power that is not being delivered to the State 
of Nevada as a preference customer, but is now being turned over 


to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. on a second-class power contract. 
Now, we in this area figure that we are still entitled to low-cost 
power for the simple reason that we are a preference customer under 
the law, that there is power available and we are willing to take it on 
any basis, you might say. If the State of Nevada can consummate 
1 


their wheeling agreement with the private utilities, the city of Rose- 
ville would be willing to give that power up. But at the present time 
it is going to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and we figure that we 
have a preference over the private utility for at least 10,000 kilowatts 
of that power. 

I think the State of California is on record that there was need 
for that power in the State when they passed the resolution, and 
we know living in California that all of this low-cost power is de- 
veloped from streams within our State. We think that the needs of 
this State, under the law, should be taken care of first. That is why 
we are asking for consideration on the amount of power that has 
been set aside for the State of Nevada. 

I will leave these two resolutions with the committee. You probabl 
already have copies, but they are acts of the legislature, setting forth 
the conditions that California wanted to have carried out in behalf 
of the development of power in this State. 

As our Congressman has told you, the city of Roseville would like 
to take power on almost any basis to see it by until the Trinity power 
comes into existence, Now we know that will be Beveloped: very 
shortly and I presume it will be public power—we hope. At that 
time then the city of Roseville can enter into a firm contract as a 
preference customer with the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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Now at the time the original contract was entered into, there was 
public power available. We were one of the first that were successful 
In negotiating a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I might say at that time it was a unanimous city council that ac- 
cepted the contract that was offered by the Bureau of Reclamation 
over the one that was offered by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

That concludes my statement. I would be willing to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Senator Johnson, I presume that you are referring 
to Senate Concurrent Resolution 34, chapter 65. 

Senator Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Cuuporr. And Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 15, chap- 
ter 38. 

Senator Jounson. That is right. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Without objection, those resolutions will be ad- 
mitted in the record. 

(The two resolutions referred to hereinabove are shown below as 
follows :) 


ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 15—RELATIVE TO THE CENTRAL VALLEY 
PROJECT 


CHAPTER 38 
(Filed with secretary of state April 2, 1952) 


Whereas the Central Valley project was originally conceived as a State proj- 
ect, a part of the coordinated plan for the conservation, development, and utiliza- 
tion of the water resources of the State, reflecting the type of development en- 
visioned by the requirements of the California constitution that the water 
resources of the State be put to beneficial use to the fullest extent of which they 
are capable, and that conservation of the water resources of the State be exercised 
with a view to the reasonable and beneficial use thereof in the interests of the 
public for the public welfare; and 

Whereas the United States Department of Interior, by act of Congress, under- 
took the construction and operation of the Central Valley project in accordance 
with Federal reclamation laws which require the Secretary of the Interior to 
proceed in conformity with the laws of the State relative to the control, appro- 
priation, use, and distribution of water used in irrigation; and 

Whereas the act of Congress of August 26, 1937, which “reauthorized” the 
Central Valley project, specifically provided for the generation and sale of elec- 
tric energy in order to permit full utilization of the works constructed to ac- 
complish the purposes of the project which included the storage and delivery of 
stored waters for the reclamation of arid and semiarid lands and other bene- 
ficial uses ; and 

Whereas it is clear that the fulfillment of the purposes for which the Central 
Valley project was conceived and full recognition of the provisions of State and 
Federal law require that the power generated in connection with the Central 
Valley project be utilized first to meet the needs of the people within the State 
and to accomplish the full utilization of the Central Valley project works before 
any power is made available for use outside of the State; and 

Whereas the United States Bureau of Reclamation is considering a proposal to 
sell hydroelectric power which is being generated in connection with the Central 
Valley project, which sale would be made, in effect, to a purchaser outside 
the boundaries of the State without regard to the needs within the State; and 

Whereas State law has long provided for the appropriation of water under 
such terms and conditions as to best develop, conserve, and utilize in the public 
interest the water sought to be appropriated ; and 

Whereas it is essential in the public interest that conditions be imposed with 
respect to the appropriation of water to require that public power generated by 
water appropriated for Federal reclamation projects be first made available for 
proper uses within the State: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California (the Senate thereof con- 
curring), That the legislature urges the State engineer, in allowing the appro- 
priation of water for power purposes in connection with any Federal reclama- 
tion project, to include appropriate conditions to such appropriations so as to 
preclude the transmission beyond the boundaries of the State of any power gen- 
erated therefrom for which there is an available market within the State when 
offered at a reasonable rate; and be it further 

Resolved, That the chief clerk of the assembly transmit a copy of this resolu- 
tion to the State director of public works and to the State engineer. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 84—RELATIVE TO DELIVERY OF ELECTRIC 
POWER FROM CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT FACILITIES 


CHAPTER 65 


(Filed with secretary of state March 18, 1953) 

Whereas the legislature, in adopting Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 15 
in its 1952 regular session, stated that the fulfillment of the purposes for which 
the Central Valley project was conceived requires that power generated in con- 
nection with the Central Valley project be utilized first to meet the needs of the 
people within the State and to accomplish the full utilization of the Central 
Valley works before any power is made available for use outside of California ; 
and 

Whereas the United States Bureau of Reclamation has now entered into a 
contract with an agency of the State of Nevada to furnish power to that agency 
from the Central Valley project facilities ; and 

Whereas delivery of the power under the contract can be effected only through 
a wheeling arrangement with certain public utilities in this State: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California (the Assembly thereof con- 
curring), That all public and private agencies, including but not limited to the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the Southern California Edison Co., are urged 
not to enter into any wheeling or other agreement which in any manner would 
facilitate the delivery of power developed by Central Valley project works for 
use outside of California until this legislature can further consider the matter; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the public utilities commission is urged to defer approval of 
any further contracts providing for the wheeling of power developed by Central 
Valley project facilities until this legislature can further consider measures 
necessary to protect the public interest in connection with such contracts; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the senate transmit a copy of this resolution 
to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., the Southern California Edison Co., and the 
California Public Utilities Commission. 


was Cuuporr. Do you have any questions? Mr. Carlson, any ques- 
tions ¢ 

Mr. Cartson. Just one, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Johnson, do you take 
the position that the fact that a Federal power generation project is 
located within the State of California gives California a prior consid- 
eration in the allocation of that power? 

Senator Jounson. Not necessarily so. I do think that with Cali- 
fornia being one of the fastest growing States in the Nation, whereby 
we are going to be faced with both a power shortage and a water short- 
age, if the natural resources in California are to be developed with 
Federal funds that are derived from a tax program throughout the 
United States, that California will be a very heavy contributor, and 
that certainly California must have some consideration for the growth 
of its State. 

Now, we know that if this power is going to be developed and made 
available under reclamation law to preference customers and all of 
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the works being located within this particular area, that certainly 
those of us adjacent to the facilities should have some type of priority 
over a wheeling agreement that would take it out of this State 
through ta private utility to another State of this great Nation. 

Mr. Cartson. That is all. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Moss. 

Mr. Moss. Senator Johnson, I think it is very important that the 
record fully show the attitude of California. If my memory serves 
me correctly, I authored the Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 
15 in 1952, while I served as a member of the legislature, and I believe 
that those of us in both houses of the legislature representing the 
northern part of the State offered it for two reasons: One, that we 
then had and we had within the very recent past, a serious power 
deficiency. I believe it was in 1948 that we had extensive blackouts 
or brownouts in northern California because of a shortage of power. 
And the second important reason is that we were confident that re- 
gardless of how many contracts might be signed with the State of 
Nevada, or any agency of the State, it would not be possible to wheel 
the power and the net result would be exactly what it has been. The 
power would become available to the utility and would close out the 
rights of preference customers in the State. 

t wasn’t because we felt that a Federal project in California had 
to — only California, and that no other area would have any 
rights. 

Je did feel that in the Central Valley project it was designed, 
its feasibility was determined upon a service area in California and 
not including any of the adjoining States, and that as long as there 
was a real need for that power within this service area, the service area 
which was originally included in computations to determine feasibility, 
that we had a right to expect that the needs of that area be met first and 
others follow if there was enough power to meet it. Wouldn’t you 
say that that was the position, the thinking of the State of California 
as expressed by its State legislature ? 

Senator Jounson. That is exactly right, Congressman Moss. I 
remember the arguments on the floor of the Senate and they were 
exactly as you stated them. 

At that particular time all of us who were following the power 
movement in the northern part of the State, both the private develop- 
ment and the public development, knew that we were very close to 
a power failure. The demands in August and December were very 
high, and taxing every facility that was in existence at that time to 
prevent further brownouts. 

As I recall it, your other statements there was very true also, be- 
cause that question was raised on the floor and there was quite an 
argument, and debate, over it; but both houses passed this measure 
over the opposition that was being raised. 

Mr. Moss. Wouldn’t you regard the rights of the city of Roseville 
under preference clauses as being equal to the rights of the State of 
Nevada, and at the present time we are discussing a block of power 
which is not committed by contract to any public agency, but its being 
utilized solely by a public utility. 

Senator Jounson. Yes;I do. I think that the city of Roseville has 
a prior right based upon its location within the service area, and if the 
people of the State had had their way we would have had a transmis- 
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sion grid that would have probably serviced this area in 1945 and we 
wouldn’t have had all of this delay and argument over the wheeling 
arrangements that have been agreed to by the private utility and the 
United States Government. Therefore, we would have been receiving 
power prior to the requests from the State of Nevada, 

Mr. Moss. The city of Roseville entered into a contract with the 
Bureau of Reclamation prior to discussions with the State of Nevada 
for a block of power, and the fact that the contract was not fulfilled 
was not the responsibility of the city of Roseville, it was the failure of 
the Federal Government to arrange wheeling or to provide the neces- 
sary transmission lines. 

Senator Jounson. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. That is all the questions I have. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Senator Johnson, I just thought that the record 
ought to show that this subcommittee is a factfinding body, and all we 
can do is make inquiry and establish facts. We can’t give you power. 
If all the facts show that you are entitled to power, the burden is on the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Administration to give it to you. We 
can then make recommendation in accordance with our factfinding that 
the administrator in charge of this power, who is the Secretary of the 
Interior, shall see to it that you get your power. 

Of course, if he doesn’t give it to you, we could introduce legislation 
in the next Congress to remedy the situation by dealing with the var- 
ious laws on the subject. 

We are going to look into this problem very closely. We are going 
to make a real study of it. We have made a study of it to date, and on 
the basis of what we have studied so far, and on the basis of what the 
people tell us today, both witnesses representing the city of Roseville 
and witnesses representing the Interior Department, we will make rec- 
ommendations. We know you havea problem. We are here to try to 
straighten it out for you. 

Senator Jounson. I fully realize your position and we know that if 
all the facts are developed and put down on record and brought to the 
attention of those in charge, I do believe that Roseville will be success- 
ful in receiving delivery of power that will take care of its needs. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of your committee 
for coming out here and making this investigation, because that is the 
only way we could get our case Coles the proper people for considera- 
tion. 

Mr. Cuuporr. And I want to thank you, Senator, for coming before 
the subcommittee. I am sure what you told us will help us a lot in 
trying to work this problem out. 

Is Mr. George Campbell, mayor of the city of Roseville in the room? 
Will you come up, please? 

Mr. Bropy. My name is Ralph Brody. I am special counsel for the 
city of Roseville. I’d like to ask leave of the chair for myself and city 
attorney, Mr. Robert Boon, to sit at the table for future witnesses. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Without objection. 

Mr. Bropy. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuuporr. What is your full name, Mr. Campbell? 

Mr. Campse.tu. George Alexander Campbell. 

Mr. Cuuporr. And would you raise your right hand? Do you 
solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give before this 
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subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr, Camppetn. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. For the record, would you give the reporter your 
address, and identify yourself? Showing the capacity you are here 
before the subcommittee. 

Mr. Campsetu. I am George Alexander Campbell, mayor of the 
city of Roseville. I reside at 1011 Hillcrest Avenue in this city. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you be seated, Mayor Campbell and proceed ? 


TESTIMONY OF GEORGE CAMPBELL, MAYOR, CITY OF 
ROSEVILLE, CALIF. 


Mr. Campseti. As mayor of the city of Roseville I wish to express 
the gratitude of our people to the Honorable Earl Chudoff and the 
members of his committee for their interest and assistance in our plea 
for Federal power. 

I wish to emphasize Federal power is not a political maneuver on 
the part of the city of Roseville. We first made our attempt to pur- 
chase the local power distribution system in 1910, and this was accom- 
plished in July of 1912. We have been in the power business for 
44 years and it is only natural for our people to be power conscious. 

Because we were the first preference customer to sign with the 
Bureau of Reclamation for power in 1945, we were certain our power 
problems were now solved. For reasons beyond our control, power 
was never delivered on this contract and the city was forced by eco- 
nomic necessity to sign for power from another source. By the time 
this contract had expired, we could not then obtain Federal power. 

Although in the interim our attempts to negotiate continued, our 
latest formal request for power was forwarded to the Bureau on 
August 15,1956. It expressed the intent of the city council to accept 
the power on an indefinite basis, that is as long as the Bureau can 
supply us. We are willing to accept this power as soon as possible. 

We have been consistent in our plea for Federal power. We are 
a preference customer. Less than one-third of the power reserved 
on the Nevada contract, but not being delivered, could supply our 
needs. These powerlines run right by the city of Roseville. 

Our people want Federal power. We want power at the lowest 
possible cost in order to be competitive with other distributors near 
our area. We want to be able to compete for industrial development, 
and to adequately serve the needs of a growing and progressive city. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Lanigan? 

Mr. Laniean. Yes; I have 1 or 2. Could you tell the subcommittee 
what your experience has been since August 15 of this year in attempt- 
ing to meet with and discuss your problem with the people in the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Campse.u. That was since August? 

Mr. Lanigan. Yes; the last 2 months are what I have in mind. 

Mr. Campsetu. That will be gone into in minute detail by other 
witnesses. 

Mr. Lanican. In that case, we can wait for the information from 
other witnesses. I assume the information regarding your contacts, 
prior to August 15, will also be gone into by other witnesses. 

Mr. Campsety. That is true. 
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Mr. Cuvporr. Mr. Carlson, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Cartson. No; I have none. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Congressman Moss? Thank you, Mayor Campbell. 
We appreciate your coming here, and presenting your problem to us. 

Mr. Campseu. I again express the gratitude of our people to you, 
Mr. Chudoff, and your committee. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Thank you. Mr. Paul Lunardi, please. What is your 
full name, please ? 

Mr. Lunarpr. Paul John Lunardi. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Would you raise your right hand, please? Mr. Lu- 
nardi, do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to 
give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Lunaror. Ido. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you have a seat and give your full address, 
and identify yourself for the reporter, and then proceed / 

Mr. Lunarpt. The address is 416 Earl Avenue, Roseville, Calif. I 
am a member of the Roseville City Council and former mayor of 
Roseville. 


TESTIMONY OF PAUL J. LUNARDI, COUNCILMAN, CITY OF 
ROSEVILLE, CALIF. 


I have been a member of the city council since April of 1950. I was 
a member of this legislative body while the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
contract was still in effect and I was also a member of this body during 
the time the city of Roseville had power from the Pacific Gas & Elec- 


tric Co. 

In 1945 the city of Roseville executed a contract with the United 
States for power from the Central Valley project. At that time the 
Government was not in a position to deliver power since it had no 
transmission lines, although the Pacific Gas & lolerte Co., in opposing 
appropriations by Congress for transmission lines, indicated it would 
be willing to wheel to Roseville and other Bureau customers. Conse- 
quently, the contract provided that if the Government could not de- 
liver the power by December 31, 1946, the city could, on or before 
that date, cancel the contract. For 5 years, we lived in hope that either 
wheeling arrangements could be made or that Congress would appro- 
priate the necessary funds for transmission lines. Pacific Gas & Elec- 
tric Co. refused to wheel and Congress appeared no closer to appropri- 
ating funds. In the fall of 1950 we gave up hope of obtaining 
Government power. At the time we signed with Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., it was costing the city in round figures $16,000 a year not to sign. 
Roseville was smaller then and could not sustain this repeated annual 
loss any longer. 

As a result of this contract our hands were tied for 5 years. In 
November of 1955 this contract expired and we were once again free 
to negotiate for Government power. We contacted the Bureau officials 
in regard to power in August 1955. 

I'd like to emphasize that date a little bit. This commenced in 
August of 1955, and it was a continuation of meetings between the 
Bureau officials and the city of Roseville. 

At that time we were informed that the Bureau only had 300,000 
kilowatts of firm power. We were also informed that the contract for 
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450,000 kilowatts of firm power would not take effect until both Folsom 
and Shasta filled. It was stated that although Folsom unquestion- 
ably would fill there was no such chance that Shasta would fill suf- 
ficiently to give the 450,000 kilowatts of firm power. However, it was 
intimated that if the 450, 000 kilowatts were available Roseville could 
get power, but again it was emphasized that there was little chance 
of this happening. The council, with the solid backing of the people, 
decided to take a chance. God rewarded the faithful. Both Shasta 
and Folsom filled to the brim and the 450,000 kilowatts became avail- 
able and now is available. Man has not been so kind. 

The citizens of Roseville feel that the Bureau of Reclamation has 
some obligation to Roseville; a moral obligation and we feel also a 
legal one. We have been trying actively for over a year now to obtain 
Federal power. We have acted in good faith and we are certain the 
power is available. We need this power for the benefit of the citizens. 
The savings we gain would be passed on to the people. It is an 
economic necessity, and it necessitates the utmost consideration of your 
subcommittee. 

Folsom Dam is being developed from water which originates in the 
county of which we are a part. It is our understanding in the case 
of the Trinity River project, the Bureau of Reclamation reserved for 
use in Trinity County approximately one-third of the power to be 
a at that project for the reason the water originated there. 

ertainly Roseville should be given the small amount of 10 000 kilo- 
watts as at least a token of recognition of the moral right arising by 
virtue of the fact that the power becomes available through water 
originating in our county. To deny it in Roseville in view of the 
possible use in Nevada, or to take it to another area within the State 
far from where it originates, would appear to be a rank injustice. 

This is not a political i issue but is an economic problem. We have 
lost industrial potentials i in this area, because we were not in a com- 
petitive bargaining position to deliv er power as cheaply as other sur- 
rounding competitors. We are trying desperately to diversify our 
economy ; for the betterment of the’ people of this city, and for their 
coming generation. Federal power will aid greatly to decrease this 
dilemma. With the delivery of Federal power we will receive a 
substantial savings in low-cost power. We anticipate a savings in the 
approximate figures of $75,000 to $100,000 per year over a 10-year 
period. 

We of Roseville feel that your committee will give this grave prob- 
lem that confronts us your close consideration and constant vigil. 
We feel that a grant of this power will not in any way cause undue 
burdens to any other city, State, or private company. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Lanigan ? 

Mr. Lanican. Yes, I notice on the first page of your statement, 
you state that the city of Roseville had a contract made in 1945 with 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and the city could on or before the date 
of December 31, 1946, cancel the contract. Did the city ever cancel 
the contract it had with the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Lunarpt. No, we continued to hold that contract until 1950. 

Mr. Laniean. Then what happened ? 

Mr. Lunarpr. Then as I stated, the economic burden that confronted 
us as has been placed before in my testimony, the city of Roseville was 
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not in a position to continue this economic burden, so consequently 
we were forced to sign a Pacific Gas & Electric contract. 

Mr. Laniean. Did you then notify the Bureau of Reclamation that 
you were cancelling the contract that you had with the Bureau of 
Reclamation ? 

Mr. Lunaropt. I could not answer that at this particular time as to 
whether we actually in writing asked that the contract be canceled. 
I would like to ask the attorney if he is familiar with that. Was it? 
Yes, it was. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us what happened that time in the 
matter of documents that went back and forth? 

Mr. Bropy. A letter was transmitted to the Bureau of Reclamation 
indicating a desire upon the part of the city of Roseville to terminate 
that relationship. However, as Mr. Lunardi has pointed out 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Brody, I don’t like to interrupt your testimony, 
but since you are listed as a witness, 1 wonder if you would reserve 
the answer to that question at this time. As you know, we swore the 
witness. As counsel, you are testifying. As long as we get it on the 
record, it doesn’t make much difference if we have it now, or when you 
testify. Will you make a note to remember to tell us about it when 
we get to you? 

Mr. Lanican. When you contacted the Bureau in August 1955, as 
you state here, how was that contact made? 

Mr. Lunarpt. The city of Roseville by unanimous consent of the 
council wrote to the regional office in Sacramento and asked that we 
have an interview in reference to the power. 

Mr. Lanican. And were you granted an interview? 

Mr. Lunarpt. Yes, we were. 

Mr. Lanican,. Did you attend the interview ? 

Mr. Lunarpt. Yes. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us what went on at that interview ? 

Mr. Lunarpt. We discussed the different phases of the power situ- 
ation as far as Roseville was concerned. We discussed the possibility 
and the availability of power for the city of Roseville, and mostly, 
it was all in general discussion. 

Mr. Laniean. At that time were you aware that there was a com- 
ieee to the State of Nevada upon which deliveries were not being 
made ¢ 

Mr. Lunarpt. I was not. 

Mr. Lanican. To your knowledge, were any of the other officials of 
Roseville aware of that? 

Mr. Lunarot. No, they were not. 

Mr. Lanican. Did the representatives of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion tell you of that commitment ? 

Mr. Lunarot. No, they did not. 

Mr. Laniean. How did you learn of it ? 

Mr. Lunarpr. I was notified through a source after these hearings 
that Nevada did have a 33,000-kilowatt firm power commitment. 

Mr. Lanican. As far as you know, the information did not come 
from the Interior Department ? 

Mr. Lunarot. No. 

Mr, Lanican. And regarding the possible increase of the firm 
capacity to 450,000 at the time of your August meeting, was there any 
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discussion of the possible increase of firm capacity due to the bringing 
in of Folsom and Nimbus Dams? 

Mr. Lunarpt. Well specifically to say that the August meeting 
covered that, I could not say, because we didn’t take any notes because 
there was a series of hearings and all these problems were all con- 
densed into a series of meetings and consequently I couldn’t say 
whether or not that particular problem came up in August, or in Sep- 
tember, or in November. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us this, did your information as to 
the increased power, to the best of your knowledge, come to you from 
the Bureau of Reclamation representatives or from other sources? 

Mr. Luwnaror. It came from the Bureau of Reclamation representa- 
tives. 

Mr. Laniean. Then, on page 2 of your prepared statement you say 
it was intimated that if 450,000 kilowatts were available, Roseville 
could get power. I assume this was in the course of these series of 
discussions you had; is that correct? 

Mr. Lunarpt. Yes. 

Mr. Laniean. Can you give us a little more detail about how this 
was intimated, and who intimated it? 

Mr. Lunarpt. Well, as I have stated, the first approach to the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation was that they had 300,000 kilowatts of firm 

ower. It was intimated by the Bureau officials at that time that 

oseville would be in a possible position to acquire power for the 
city of Roseville, if Folsom and Shasta filled. And consequently, that 
information was acquired at the hearings of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion officials. 


Mr. Lanican. Who was present at the time this intimation 
occurred ¢ 
Mr. Lunarpr. Well, I could say I was present, I was mayor at that 
time; Joseph Colnar, our councilman, was present; Hal Wentworth, 
councilman, was od Harold Short, councilman, was present; 
t 


Ken Thompson, the city engineer, was present, if I recall. Now I 
may be wrong on that one point. David Koester, the city manager, was 

resent. Mr. Spencer, of the Bureau of Reclamation, was present. 
T 'batiews that their legal adviser at that time was Mr. Davis. I be- 
lieve he was present. The other gentleman, I believe, was a civil 
engineer, but I am not sure as to what his name was. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us, to the best of your recollection, 
just what they said that you felt was an intimation that Roseville 
would have a good chance of getting power if the 450,000 capacity 
were reached ? 

Mr. Lunaror. Well, they felt 

Mr. LaniegAn. When you say “they,” can you tell us who? 

Mr. Lunarpt. Mr. Spencer was naturally the spokesman for the 
Bureau, and he felt that if 450,000 kilowatts were available, Rose- 
ville would have a very good possible chance of acquiring power, 
though he didn’t definitely say that they would give us the power, 
they intimated that it was a possible chance that we may get the 

ower. 
. Mr. Lanican. Did you tell them in the course of these meetings 
that your contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. was expiring 
and that you would go on a higher rate while you were waiting for 
these decisions ? 
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Mr. Luwarpr. Yes; that was discussed. 

Mr. Lanigan. You told them that from the very first time that 
you met with them in August of 1955? 

Mr. Lunarpi. Well, they were well aware of that because of the 
fact we were holding up the contract; we weren’t sure as yet, nor was 
the council in unanimous accord. It was in unanimous accord to 
oppose the contract, but we were trying to show the rest of the council 
that there was a possible chance of power. Consequently, what we 
were doing, more or less, was educating the members of the council 
as to whether or not the city of Roseville would be in a position to 
acquire power, or whether we would be in a better position to acquire 
a Pacific Gas & Electric contract. 

Mr. Lanican. Did you make known to the representatives of the 
Bureau of Reclamation that you were going to have to pay a higher 
rate for your power to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., while you were 
waiting for this decision ? 

Mr. Lunaropt. I don’t believe that I can recall that particular point, 
but I believe that it is quite obvious that they would realize that this 
would be the condition. 

Mr. Lanican. Have you made that point clear in more recent dis- 
cussions with the Bureau of Reclamation representatives ? 

Mr. Lunarpt. There were two meetings that I was unable to attend 
at Sacramento, and whether or not that question was asked or dis- 
cussed, I cannot recall at this time, and wouldn’t want to say. 

Mr. Lanican. Those are all the questions I have. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Carson. No questions. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Congressman Moss? 

Mr. Moss. No questions. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I have no questions. ‘Thank you very much, Mr. 
Lunardi. 

Mr. Lunarpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Is Mr. David Koester in the room? City manager of 
Roseville. What is your full name? 

Mr. Korster. My name is David Car] Koester. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you raise your right hand, please, Mr. Koester ? 
Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to give before this 
subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Koester. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you be seated and give the reporter your full 
address and capacity ? 

Mr. Korsrer. My name is David Carl Koester. I reside at 1020 
Sunset Drive, Roseville. I am presently employed as the city manager 
of the city of Roseville. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you proceed, Mr. Koester ? 

Mr. Koester. Yes, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF DAVID C. KOESTER, CITY MANAGER, CITY OF 
ROSEVILLE, CALIF. 


Mr. Chairman, I should like to describe briefly in chronological 
order the efforts of the city of Roseville in the past to obtain Federal 
power froi the Central Valley project. Much of this has been 
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brought out by previous witnesses, but I will review this chronologi- 
cally so you can see the efforts that have been made by the city in 
this regard. 

This city has been engaged in the distribution of power as a mu- 
nicipal function since before 1915. Through the years it has pur- 
chased its power wholesale from private companies, principally the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. In 1945 when it appeared that central 
Valley project power soon would be available, and upon solicitation 
from the United States—I think that point should be noted—the 
city executed a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for the 
furnishing of electrical energy to Roseville. According to informa- 
tion available to me, this was the first contract that the Bureau of 
Reclamation had executed with a preference customer for Central Val- 
ley project power. The contract was to extend for a period of 10 years, 
but since at that time no Federal transmission lines were in existence 
and no funds for their construction had been appropriated, and 
further, since the United States had no other arrangements for deliv- 
ering the power to the city, the contract contained a proviso to the 
effect that the contract would be voidable, at the option of the city, 
on or before December 31, 1946, if the United States did not have the 
facilities available for the delivery of power by that date. 

In 1946 the city did not avail itself of its option to terminate the 
contract and waited in good faith for several years for the Bureau of 
Reclamation to deliver the energy to which the city was entitled. In 
the meantime, the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. continued to oppose 
before the Congress the appropriation of funds necessary for the con- 
struction of the lines. Since it was not obtaining its power from the 
Federal Government, it was necessary for the city to purchase energy 
from the only other available source, the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. It 
could do this on either of two bases: it could execute a 5-year contract 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and preclude its fulfilling its com- 
mitment with the United States in the event Federal power became 
available, or it could purchase on another schedule on a day-to-day 
basis, but at a considerably higher rate. 

Despite the fact that it involved a much greater expenditure of 
funds, the city, in order to be in a position to accept Federal power at 
any time it did become available, did not sign the 5-year contract: with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. but rather purchased the power on the 
more costly day-to-day basis. During the 5-year period from 1945 
to 1950, it cost the city a sum estimated to be in excess of $60,000 over 
what it would have cost had it executed a long-term contract with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., or had it received Federal power. 

Obviously, by 1950 this had developed into a considerable economic 
problem for the locality, and since at that time it appeared that the 
city was no closer to obtaining power from the Central Valley project 
than it was in 1945, the city council finally executed a 5-year contract 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. in order to effect at least some 
savings. Approximately 1 year later, in 1951, the United States and 
the Pacific Gns & Electric Co. executed a wheeling agreement under 
the terms of which the power could have been furnished to the city. 
However, since the city had its 5-year contract with the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co., it was in no position to accept the Federal power. 

The contract between Roseville and the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
expired on October 1, 1955, and since that time Roseville again has 
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been purchasing energy at a higher rate in the hope and with the 
expectation of obtaining recognition of its status of a preference 
customer. 

Early in 1955 and prior to the expiration of the contract with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., the city council began to investigate the 
problem to determine what the proper course of action would be to 
obtain Federal power. This was particularly important because the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., with the approval of the Public Utilities 
Commission of the State of California, had put into effect a new 
rate schedule for resale customers. This new schedule, identified as 
the R schedule, meant a rate increase to our city of approximately 30 

recent. In that same year, a new contract was presented to the city 
xy the company to become effective upon the expiration of the then 
existing contract. To execute this contract would have meant that the 
city would have been rendered impotent to accept Federal power for 
another period of years. The contract offered by the company has 
not been accepted. 

The city council at the time this latter contract was proposed ap- 
pointed a citizens committee for determining the best course of action 
and to ascertain whether Federal power was now available for the 
city. 

The citizens committee made extensive investigations. On April 
22, 1955, the committee was informed by the Sacramento office of the 
Bureau of Reclamation that no Federal power was available. At the 
same time, a similar inquiry was directed to Hon. Clair Engle, Con- 
gressman from this district. Subsequently, on April 25, the disirened 
of the committee was informed by Mr. Engle that he, Mr. Engle, had 
received the same response from the Bureau of Reclamation that the 
city had received. 

it is important to note at this point that there was about to expire 
a contract between the Colorado River Commission of Nevada and 
the United States which committed 33,000 kilowatts of energy to the 
State of Nevada. This contract had been in effect since 1952, and 
not one single kilowatt of energy had been delivered pursuant to it 
to the State of Nevada. In order for Nevada to utilize this power, 
it would have been necessary for the Pacific Gas & Electric and the 
Southern California Edison Co. to have executed agreements for 
wheeling to that State. This the private utilities refused to do, both 
before and since that date. In the meantime, as long as the Nevada 
contract was in effect, the 33,000 kilowatts were being made available 
to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. So that at the time that the city 
of Roseville was being informed that there was no power available, 
a contract for 33,000 kilowatts of energy was about to expire, and 
incidentally, subsequently was renewed, as a result of which the 
energy was not delivered to the preference customer, the State of 
Nevada, but to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Departing just a moment from the written testimony here, I think 
it is interesting to note there this power which the city of Roseville 
should be getting has been going to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
at rates which Roseville would enjoy and being sold back to the city 
of Roseville presumably the same power at approximately twice the 
cost of that power. 

On October 14, 1955, a formal application for Federal power was 
filed with the Bureau of Reclamation. On October 21, 1955, a reply 
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was received from Mr, Clyde Spencer, regional director of the Bureau 
to the effect that no firm power was now available and that there was 
no possibility of any Federal power for the city of Roseville being 
available until the completion of the Trinity project. On November 
22, 1955, a meeting was held between the Bureau of Reclamation and 
representatives of the city to discuss the problem further. The city 
representatives were told to wait until spring to see what water con- 
ditions would be at that time and whether or not Shasta and Folsom 
Reservoirs would have filled. In this connection, it should be men- 
tioned that under the contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
and the United States, when Shasta and Folsom Reservoirs were filled, 
it was agreed that the dependable power supply from the project 
would jump from 300,000 to 450,000 kilowatts. As it later developed, 
Shasta and Folsom filled and the dependable capacity did, in fact, 
increase to 450,000 kilowatts. 

At the same meeting, the city representatives were also told that 
at the end of May the Nevada contract would expire and that then, 
perhaps, they could advise us as to our possibility of obtaining power. 
No further action was taken on the matter until spring except, in 
the meantime, the city had contacted Senator Kuchel and Congress- 
man Engle to ask that they request the Department of the Interior, 
in view of all of the circumstances, to not renew the Nevada contract. 
Both Senator Kuchel and Congressman Engle advised the city that 
such a request had been made. At the end of May, Folsom and 
Shasta Reservoirs had filled, and the dependable capacity of the proj- 
ect had been increased by 150,000 kilowatts. Another meeting was 
then requested with the Bureau of Reclamation. On June 27, 1956, 
representatives of the city again met with Mr. Spencer and members 
of his staff at the Bureau of Reclamation office in Sacramento. By 
this time the Nevada contract had expired by its own terms. We 
were informed that no action had as yet been taken on the Nevada 
contract. We again requested that the city be served Federal power, 
but we were advised by Mr. Spencer that before Roseville could obtain 
power all other existing contract customers would be allowed to in- 
crease their contractual amounts, and after this was done and if another 
contract were not executed with Nevada and if there was any power 
left, the city of Roseville would at least have an opportunity to apply 
for it. We were informed by Mr. Spencer that all existing customers 
had been contacted and given until July 15 to make their request for 
contractual increases. 

On July 15, it may have been a few days after that, I called Mr. 
Spencer by telephone to ascertain whether any decision had been 
made on the increased contract amounts to other customers, and 
whether any decision had been made on the Nevada contract. I was 
told that Mr. Spencer had not been informed of any decision re- 
garding the Nevada contract and that letters and requests had been 
received from other preference customers, but that they had been 
sent to the Washington Office of the Department of the Interior for 
further consideration, and that he could give us no information as 
to our chances for power at this time, nor as to the additional amounts 
which had been requested, nor as to whether additional power was 
available. Following this, the city council determined to obtain 
legal counsel to investigate our case further and, if it appeared 
desirable, to take whatever action, including resort to the courts, 
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that appeared necessary and advisable to require the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation to serve the city of Roseville with the power to which it 
was entitled. 

This brings us up to the present time in our activities to obtain 
electrical energy from the Central Valley project, The city of Rose- 
ville is currently meeting its needs by purchase from the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. on a day-to-day basis under the so-called R schedule 
already described. By virtue of its purchasing on a day-to-day basis, 
the city is paying considerably more at the present time than it is cost- 
ing other comparable municipal distribution systems in northern 
California which recently signed a 7-year contract with the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. We have not signed such a long-term contract 
because we feel that Federal power is available and that we are 
entitled to and will obtain it. 

We wish to contract for 10,000 kilowatts of power. We are will- 
ing and anxious to accept this power immediately. We prefer firm 
power and we feel that firm power is available and that we should 
have this amount, which is less than one-third of that which was 
involved in the now expired Nevada contract. However, if we can- 
not obtain the power on a firm basis, we are willing, and we have so 
informed the Bureau of Reclamation, to accept it on a temporary or 
withdrawal basis. We feel, on the basis of engineering study and 
analysis of power demands, that it will be a considerable time before 
the demands of all Bureau customers reach the amount of the 450,000 
kilowatts of dependable supply now available. We feel that now that 
the Nevada contract has expired, the city of Roseville should most 
certainly be able to obtain 10,000 of the 33,000 kilowatts that had been 
under contract to the State of Nevada and sold to the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. I wish to reiterate that we want firm power, but we 
are willing to accept it on a withdrawal basis. 

For the people of Roseville, this is a serious economic matter. It 
means economic savings to the city of Roseville and it means a great 
deal to the future industrial and commercial development of the city. 
Under present conditions, it is difficult for the city to compete for the 
attraction of industry on power rates due to the higher rate that it 
must pay for energy. This city is one of 10,000 population, is located 
on the main line of the Southern Pacific Railroad, and on a leading 
east-west and north-south highway. With favorable power rates, there 
is every incentive for industry to settle in Roseville. In addition, as 
long as the city fails to obtain Federal power, it means an annual loss 
of from $50,000 to $100,000 to our citizens. 

We feel that power developed at Federal projects should be avail- 
able for the benefit of the public, and not that of private companies 
as has occurred in the case of the Nevada contract. We respectfully 
request that this committee assist us in every way possible. The 
Bureau of Reclamation has a moral and legal obligation to serve the 
city of Roseville which was, in fact, the first to contract to receive 
Central Valley project power but to date has received none. As 
further testimony here will reveal, that Federal power is available 
for Roseville. The citizens and officials of our city have acted in good 
faith and at high cost to themselves in this matter and we feel that our 
plans for our small share of that Federal power should be recognized, 

I would like to comment, Mr. Chairman, to the committee, if you are 
not familiar with smaller cities, on the courage and persistence that has 
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been required by our city council to maintain this stand. Roseville 
is a small town, only 10,000 population, and when a council has to make 
the decision whether to stand by its guns on a thing like this in the face 
of the extra cost, it is a difficult decision to make and they have made 
this decision and have been very brave about it, and they have kept 
up this fight despite, well it seems almost insurmountable odds that 
we faced on this thing. 

If we have not faced deliberate slowdowns, we have at least faced 
highly effective resistance movement apparently in our efforts to deal 
with the Bureau, we have been put oft for months and months and 
months, and we have not been able to get any answers from anyone. 
They just keep stalling us and the difference right now between our 
present cost of power and what it would cost, had they granted our 
request, is running at more than $5,000 per month. 

Now the Bureau apparently has lots of time, but that time costs us 
a lot of money, and we certainly do appreciate the efforts of this com- 
mittee in coming out here a long way to find the facts and try and 
help us in this matter. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Questions, Mr. Lanigan ? 

Mr. Lanican. First, I wonder if you could submit for the record, 
the correspondence—first of all the original contract you had with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the correspondence relating to that, and the 
various correspondences you have had since that time, plus the resolu- 
tions and actions of the city council, copies of these resolutions and 
any memoranda of meetings you had with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Koester. Yes, we can make it all available. I do not happen to 
have it. 

Mr. Lanican. It would be helpful if it was in the record following 
your chronological statement, if that could be admitted at this point 
when it is submitted, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Without objection, let it be so admitted. You will 
send that to us in Washington ? 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


City OF ROSEVILLE, 
Roseville, Calif., October 8, 1956. 
ARTHUR PERLMAN, 
Staff Director, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. CO. 


Dear Mr. PERLMAN: Enclosed you will find copies of the correspondence 
between the city of Roseville and the Bureau of Reclamation regarding our 
power application; aiso a copy of the 1945 contract between the city and the 
Bureau for Federal power. 

As was brought out in the hearings, representatives of the city met with Mr. 
Spencer and his aids on September 26, 1955, November 22, 1955, April 17, 1956, 
and June 27, 1956. 

We are still anxiously awaiting some word on our power application. We 
certainly do appreciate the efforts of you and your committee in assisting Rose- 
ville in its quest for Federal power. Please advise us if and when there are 
any developments concerning this matter. 

Very truly, 
Davip C. Koester, City Manager. 


CiTy OF ROSEVILLE, 
Roseville, Calif., May 25, 1950. 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. 


Dear Sir: This letter is notice to you that that contract, entered into between 
the United States of America and the city of Roseville, Calif., a municipal cor- 





380 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMBERS 


poration, dated July 23, 1945, was by motion of the city council of the city of 
Roseville terminated upon May 24, 1950. 
Very truly yours, 
L. DeWitt Sparx, City Attorney. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif. (Town and Country Area), June 19, 1956, 


Ciry Counctt, 
Roseville, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: I have a letter dated May 25 from your city attorney, Mr. 
Spark, officially notifying the Bureau of the cancellation of power contract 175r— 
146, entered into in 1945. 

I regret that the Congress has not appropriated the funds required to construct 
the transmission lines which would have made possible the fulfillment of this 
contract. At the same time, I wish to express my sincere appreciation of the 
excellent spirit of cooperation manifested by your city in all of its relations with 
the Bureau. 

The Bureau hopes it will be in a position to offer Central Valley project power 
to Roseville in the not too distant future. Funds may be appropriated for this 
purpose during the next fiscal year. Also, you are aware of our present contract 
negotiations with Pacific Gas & Electric Co., which, if consumated, would place 
the Bureau in a position to serve many preference customers, including Rose- 
ville. 

If at any time you feel the Bureau can be of assistance to you, please do not 
hesitate to call upon us. 

Very truly yours, 
RicHarD L. Boke, Regional Director. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 25, 1955. 
Mr. R. E. Greeson, 
Secretary, Mayor’s Committee on LHlectric Supply, 
Roseville, Calif. 


DEAR Mr. GrReGson : Answering your letter of April 22, 1955: 

The Bureau of Reclamation has informed me that there is no power available 
in the Central Valley project for sale. The city of Redding made an inquiry 
similar to yours recently, and that is the information that was given them. I 
am sure Clyde Spencer at the Bureau of Reclamation in Sacramento would be 
glad to talk to you about it, if you want to call him about it on the phone. The 
only possible additional source of public power in sight at present is the Trinity 
River project—and that depends on whether or not the P. G. & E. is able to put 
over its proposition and develop this power industry. 

Sincerely yours, 
CiatrR ENGieE, Member of Congress. 


OcToneR 14, 1955. 
Mr. C. H. SPENCER, 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 

Dear Srr: The city council of the city of Roseville has directed me to file an 
official application with the Bureau of Reclamation for Federal power to serve the 
city’s municipal electric system. 

Please consider this letter as an official application by the city of Roseville for 
15,000 kilowatts of firm power from the Central Valley project. This figure of 
15,000 kilowatts is based upon a preliminary estimate of our needs over the period 
of a long-term contract. Our power needs in the immediate future would not be 
this great, of course. 

In conjunction with this application we would appreciate your answers to the 
following questions: 
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1. Is there any firm power now available to the city of Roseville? If so, 
how soon could delivery be obtained? 

2. Is it possible that the 33,000 kilowatts of power supposedly reserved for 
the State of Nevada, and not yet taken by Nevada, will be available for sale 
to other customers in the forseeable future? If so, is this firm power? 

3. If Federal power is not now available, when in your opinion is there a 
possibility that such power will be available? 

4. What is the present time schedule for completion of the Trinity Dam 
project? 

5. If Government power should become available at some time in the future 
and the city should be under a contract at that time to another supplier, 
would it be possible then for the city to sign a contract for Federal power 
with delivery to start 2 or 3 years from that date? If so, what kind of a mini- 
mum charge would be made to hold such power for future delivery? 

Since we must make a decision in the very near future as to a future source of 
power for the city, we would very much appreciate an early reply on the above. 

Very truly, 

Davin C. Korster, City Manager. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., October 21, 1955. 
Mr. Davip C. Koester, 
City Manager, City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. Koester: This is in reply to your registered letter of October 14, 
1955, making official application by the city of Roseville for 15,000 kilowatts of 
firm power from the Central Valley project. It is stated that the 15,000 kilowatts 
is a preliminary estimate of the power needs over the period of a long-term con- 
tract. 

Your application for firm power from the Central Valley project is acknowl- 
edged and will be considered when there is sufficient firm power available to allow 
the execution of contracts in addition to those we have at present. 

Your letter also requests our answers to the following questions, which are 
given below: 

Question 1. Is there any firm power now available to the city of Roseville? If 
so, how soon could delivery be obtained? 

Answer. Under present conditions of project power resources there is no firm 
power available. Accordingly, we are unable to execute a contract with the city 
of Roseville, or new contracts with other preferenec customers. 

Question 2. Is it possible that the 33,000 kilowatts of power supposedly reserved 
for the State of Nevada, and not yet taken by Nevada, will be available for sale 
to other customers in the foreseeable future? If so, is this firm power? 

Answer. Should this 33,000 kilowatts not be taken by Nevada it will be required 
to meet the full needs of preference customers now supplied by the project and 
it would be firm power. 

Question 3. If Federal power is not nuw available, when in your opinion is 
there a possibility that such power will be available? 

Answer. At this time the Trinity project with the Federal Government build- 
ing the power facilities appears to be the only possible souree for additional 
commercial firm power. 

Question 4. What is the present time schedule for completion of the Trinity 
Dam project? 

Answer. Present planning is that the Trinity project will be completed about 
fiscal year 1961. 

Question 5. If Government power should become available at some time in 
the future and the city should be under a contract at that time to another sup- 
plier, would it be possible then for the city to sign a contract for Federal power 
with delivery to start 2 or 3 years from that date? If so, what kind of a mini- 
mum charge would be made to hold such power for future delivery? 

Answer. A definite answer to these two questions cannot be given at this time. 
Power policy and management conditions at the time would be controlling, and 
might be affected particularly by consideration of the effect on project revenue 
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from the reservation of power that would not have minimum bill charges effective 
at the time such a contract was executed. Any minimum charges for such a 
contract cannot be stated at present. 
Sincerely yours, 
C. H. SpENcErR, Regional Director. 


JANUARY 23, 1956. 
Mr. Crypre H. Spencer, 
Regional Director, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Dear Mr. Spencer: In making plans for the coming fiscal year, we are trying to 
evaluate the possibility of Roseville being served with Central Valley power. To 
help us make this evaluation we need some additional information. 

We would like to have a list of the present customers in the Central Valley 
power system and the dates of their original contracts. We would also like to 
have for each the contract rate of delivery, the peak kilowatt demand for each 
at the present time, and the total maximum kilowatt demand that has been made 
on the system to date. 

In addition, we would appreciate your furnishing us with the latest amend- 
ment to the sale and interchange contract between Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Thanking you for your courtesy, I remain 

Sincerely, 
Davin C. Koester, City Manager. 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., February 3, 1956. 
Mr. Davin C. KoESsTER, 
City Manager, City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. Korster: As requested in your letter of January 23, 1956, there 
is attached a tabulation of the present commercial firm power customers of the 
Central Valley project. The tabulation shows for each customer the date of con- 
tract, the present contract rate of delivery, and the present (December 1955) 
maximum demand. The maximum system firm-load demand to date (December 
1955) under contract No. 175r—3428 for the customers shown in the tabulation was 
260,492 kilowatts. 

It may be noted from the tabulation that the maximum demands during Decem- 
ber of many customers exceeded their present contract rate of delivery, and 
there are more that have had higher demands in months other than December. 
Therefore, increases in the contract rates of delivery of present customers will 
have to be determined before additional contract commitments can be made. 

In addition to the contracts listed, there are two power contracts (175r—2650 
and 175r-3428) with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., dated August 27, 1951, 
and October 3, 1951, respectively. There are attached two copies of amend- 
ment No. 3 to contract No. 175r—3428 and two copies of supplement No. 4 to con- 
tract No. 175r—2650, these being the latest changes in these contracts. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


Marcu 14, 1956. 
Mr. Crype H. Spencer, 
Regional Director, United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 

Dear Mr. Spencer: On January 17, 1956, on behalf of the city of Roseville, I 
wrote to you for certain information regarding Central Valley power supplies 
which you mailed to us with your reply of February 3, 1956. Thank you for 
furnishing us with this material. 

We have had a chance to study the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. contract as 
amended and also the data you sent on present use of power. It appears to us 
that the Bureau of Reclamation will have some power available, especially in 
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view of the fact that the reservoirs at Shasta and Folsom are expected to fill as 
a result of the heavy precipitation this winter. 

We hereby request delivery of power for the city of Roseville in the amount of 
10,000 kilowatts for a period of at least 3 years. Experience may show that our 
power needs can be met from the project for a longer time, but we are willing 
to accept delivery on this basis at this time. 

We would like to make an appointment with you to discuss our power applica- 
tion at your earliest convenience. 

Very truly yours, 
Davip C. Koester, City Manager. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., March 20, 1956. 
Mr. Davin C. KorEsTER, 
City Manager, City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. Koester: This acknowledges your letter of March 14, 1956, re- 
questing a power contract for 10,000 kilowatts of Central Valley project power 
for the city of Roseville to be supplied during the next 3 or more years. 

In previous correspondence and at meetings we have given you information 
as to availability of Central Valley project firm power in relation to require- 
ments of preference customers now being supplied and to the principles of our 
present contract commitments. As pointed out, these requirements are about 
equal to the total anticipated firm power. 

The total amount of firm power under our recently amended contract with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. will not be known prior to May 1956. As soon 
as possible after the amount of firm power is known, local customers and Govern- 
ment agencies now supplied will be given the opportunity to increase the con- 
tract rates of delivery in relation to their requirements. After meeting these 
requirements we think it very unlikely that there will be power available for new 
eontracts. If this outlook proves erroneous, and if in fact we have firm power 
available in an amount that will allow contracts in addition to those we now 
have, we will be pleased to inform you and others who have made similar requests. 
I regret that I can offer you so little encouragement. 

We will be glad to discuss the subject with you, as suggested in your letter. 
Should you still so desire, please advise the time and place it would be convenient 
for such a meeting. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


MARcH 28, 1956. 
Mr. Cryve H. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. SPENCER: Thank you for your letter of March 20, acknowledging 
Roseville’s request for 10,000 kilowatts of Central Valley project power to be 
supplied during the next 3 or 4 years. 

We would like to meet with you in the near future so that we can discuss 
our approach to the problem prior to the Ist of May when it can be definitely 
determined how much power is available under the amended contract with the 
P. G. & BE. Please advise us as to when it will be convenient for you to meet 
with us. 

First, I should like to review briefly the events leading to our present situation. 
On July 23, 1945, the city of Roseville entered into a contract with the United 
States for the delivery of 1,800 kilowatts of firm power from the Central Valley 
project. According to our best information, the city of Roseville was the first 
public agency to contract for Central Valley project power. For 5 years Rose- 
ville waited for delivery of power under this contract, meanwhile paying a pre- 
mium rate for power from the P. G. & E. on a monthly basis because the city 
did not wish to sign a contract with the P. G. & E. pending delivery of power 
from the Government. Finally, in 1950, when it appeared that the Bureau would 
not be able to deliver under the terms of its contract in the foreseeable future, 
the city signed a 5-year power contract with the P. G. & E. Shortly after that, 





34 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


in 1951 I believe, the United States and the P. G. & E. signed the wheeling 
contract and power would then have been available to the city. By that time, 
however, the city was under a 5-year contract with the P. G. & E. By 1955, 
when the Roseville contract with P. G. & E had expired, we were advised that 
other preference customers had taken all available project power. Therefore, 
the city has spent thousands of dollars while waiting in good faith for the 
Government to deliver power under the terms of their contract. This delivery 
was never made. Roseville is presently not under contract with the P. G. & E. 
but is buying power on a month-to-month basis pending approval of our applica- 
tion for Federal power. 

In the light of the above circumstances, we feel that the city of Roseville 
should have first priority on any power that becomes available this spring. We 
feel that the Bureau of Reclamation has a moral obligation to furnish us with 
power before you increase the contract commitments to other customers, who 
all have become Bureau customers after the date of the contract with Roseville. 

Secondly, you point out that the requirements of preference customers are 
about equal to the total anticipated firm power. We realize that requirements 
are about equal; however, from our computations, due to diversity of loadings, 
etc., there appears to us to be no doubt that 10,000 kilowatts of power can safely 
be supplied to Roseville during the next several years without interference to 
the existing preference agencies. 

Thirdly, you mention that local customers and Government agencies now 
supplied will be given the opportunity to increase the contract rates of delivery 
in relation to their requirements. We believe that the Central Valley power 
would be distributed more in accordance with Federal power policy if others 
are given an opportunity to contract for it. In that way, there would be the 
widest distribution of the benefits from the project to the taxpayers. Moreover, 
a strict analysis of the law giving preference to public agencies seems to give 
local public agencies just as much if not more right to the power than Federal 
agencies, other than for reclamation purposes. At any rate, it appears to us 
that power will be available for the next few years and that Roseville should be 
given a priority ahead of any increase to existing customers. The delivery of 
the small amount of power requested by Roseville should not interfere with 
other customers even if their contract rates of delivery are increased. We 
will appreciate very much an early appointment to discuss this matter further. 

Very truly yours, 
Pau. J. LUNARDI, 
Mayor, Roseville, Calif. 


May 18, 1956. 
Mr. CLYDE SPENCER, 


Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Dear Mr. SPENCER: On October 14, 1955, the city of Roseville made official 
application for 15,000 kilowatts of firm power from the Central Valley project. 
At a subsequent date we indicated that we would be willing to accept an amount 
of 10,000 kilowatts of power, but by that request we did not intend to nullify our 
original request dated October 14, 1955. 

To clarify our position with regard to our requests for power we give you the 
following. We wish to reaffirm our official request of October 14, 1955, for 
15,000 kilowatts of firm power. However, on the basis of our present power 
requirements 7,500 kilowatts would be adequate to handle our power needs for 
the next 2 or 3 years with the amount gradually increasing to 15,000 kilowatts 
over the next 7 years. 

We wish to express our appreciation to you for your cooperation in meet- 
ing with city officials on several occasions during the past few months regarding 
our power application. 

Now that Shasta Reservoir has filled and Folsom Reservoir will be full soon 
and because the expiration of the Nevada contract will occur on May 31, we 
would like to request another meeting with you in the near future to further 
consider our application for power. Please advise us of a time when we may 
have such a meeting and we will arrange to be there. 

Very truly, 
Davin C, Koester, City Manager. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA: CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE TO THE 
City OF ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA 


1. This Contract, made this 23d day of July 1945, in pursuance of the Act 
of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto and particularly pursuant to the Act of Congress 
approved August 26, 19387 (50 Stat. 850), as amended, between the United States 
of America, hereinafter called the United States, represented by the officer 
executing this contract, his duly appointed successor, or his duly authorized 
representative, hereinafter called the contracting officer, and the City of Rose- 
ville, California, a municipal corporation duly organized, created, and existing 
under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, hereinafter called the 
Contractor, its successors and assigns, 

Witnesseth : 

2. Whereas the United States, through the Bureau of Reclamation, has con- 
structed the Shasta Dam in and across the main channel of the Sacramento River 
near Redding, California, and in connection therewith has constructed a hydro- 
electric powerplant and incidental works, whereby it has electric service avail- 
able for sale to customers; and 

3. Whereas the Contractor desires to obtain electric service in the amount of 
1,800 kilowatts and the United States is willing to furnish such electric service 
to the Contractor; and 

4. Whereas it is contemplated that electric service can be furnished to the 
Contractor over transmission facilities or by the construction of new facilities; 

5. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties hereto agree as follows: 


ELECTRIC SERVICE TO BE FURNISHED 


6. (a) The United States, under the terms and conditions stipulated herein, 
will furnish electric service to the Contractor for its municipal purposes only 
and for resale to ultimate consumers in said City of Roseville, California, and 
the immediate vicinity thereof, from and after the date of initial service as 
hereinafter defined, at a point in or near the City of Roseville, California, to 
be agreed upon by the parties hereto. 

(b) The electric energy involved hereunder will be delivered as three-phase, 
alternating current, at a nominal frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second, and 
at a regulated nominal voltage of 2,400 volts. The energy will be so delivered 
in amounts which the Contractor may from time to time require up to a maxi- 
mum rate of delivery, hereinafter referred to as the contract rate of delivery, 
of 1,800 kilowatts. The Contractor shall have the right to use energy at greater 
than said contract rate of delivery if and when it is available as conclusively 
determined by the contracting officer. 

(c) The electric service will be furnished continuously except (1) for inter- 
ruptions or reductions due to uncontrollable forces, ag herein defined; and (2) 
for temporary interruptions or reductions which in the opinion of the contract- 
ing officer are necessary or desirable for the purposes of maintenance, repairs, 
replacements, installation of equipment, or investigation and inspection: Pro- 
vided, That the United States, except in case of emergency as determined by the 
contracting officer, will give the Contractor reasonable advance notice of such 
temporary interruptions or reductions and will remove the cause thereof with 
diligence. 


TERM OF CONTRACT 


7. (a) This contract shall become effective upon the date of its execution and 
shall remain in effect until midnight of July 31, 1955. 

(b) The date of initial service hereunder hereby is defined as the date upon 
which the United States is ready to furnish and the Contractor is ready to 
receive electric service hereunder, but not later than December 31, 1946; and 
if the United States is not ready to furnish electric service hereunder by said 
date, this contract shall be voidable at the election of the Contractor upon 
written notice to the United States given on or before said date. 
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SCHEDULE OF RATES 


8. The Contractor shall pay for the electric service furnished monthly here- 
under at rates, charges, and upon conditions as follows: 

(a) (1) Demand Charge: 

$0.75 per kilowatt of billing demand (maximum 30-minute integrated 
demand per month). 

(II) Energy Charge: 

First 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 4 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 
Next 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 
Balance of energy used each month at 2 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
(III) Minimum Charge: 
$1.00 per month per kilowatt of the larger of— 
(a) billing demand for the current month. 
(b) contract rate of delivery. 
(c) 75 percent of the highest billing demand for the preceding eleven 
months. 

(b) For a fractional part of a billing period at the beginning or end of service 
hereunder, the demand charge, the kilowatt-hour blocks of the energy charge, 
and the minimum charge shall each be proportionately adjusted in the ratio 
that the number of hours that electric service is furnished to the Contractor in 
such fractional billing period bears to the total number of hours in the billing 
period involved. 

(c) Should the delivery of electric energy be interrupted or reduced, because 
of conditions on the power system of the United States, below the contract rate 
of delivery or below the rate of delivery required by the Contractor at the time 
of such reduction, whichever is the lesser, for a period or periods of one (1) hour 
or longer in duration each, the total number of hours of curtailed service in any 
billing period shall be determined by adding the sum of the number of hours 
of interrupted service to the product of the number of hours of reduced service 
multiplied by the percentage of said reduction below said contract rate of 
delivery or below the rate of delivery required by the Contractor at the time 
of such reduction, whichever is the lesser. The demand charge, the kilowatt- 
hour blocks of the energy charge, and the minimum charge shall each be pro- 
portionately adjusted in the ratio that the total number of hours of such cur- 
tailed service as herein determined bears to the total number of hours in the 
billing period involved. Contractor shall make written claim, within thirty (30) 
days after receiving the monthly bill, for reduction on account of any curtailment 
to service, for a period or periods of one (1) hour or longer in duration each, 
alleged to have occurred and which is not reflected in such bill. Failure to make 
such written claim within said thirty (80) day period, shalll constitute a waiver 
thereof. All curtailments to service, for any reason whatsoever, which are due 
to conditions on the power system of the United States, shall be subject to the 
provision of this section (c) and the Contractor shall be limited in its remedy 
therefor to the relief granted by this section (c). 


RESALE RATES 


9. The Contractor agrees to operate its power system in an efficient and eco- 
nomical manner and agrees that the ultimate consumers of the power and energy 
sold or distributed by the Contractor will receive service at the lowest possible 
rates consistent with good operating practice. The Contractor further agrees 
that rates shall not be discriminatory as between classes of customers or as 
between customers in the same class, that all electric energy, except losses as 
commonly defined, used by it for any purpose shall be accounted for as if sold. 
The Contractor further agrees to operate said power system as a separate depart- 
ment with separate funds, accounted for under the Federal Power Commission’s 
Uniform System of Accounts or other standard system acceptable to the con- 
traecting officer. 

The rates charged by the Contractor shall be sufficient, but not more than 
sufficient, to assure gross revenues in an amount adequate to maintain the Con- 
tractor’s power system on a self-supporting and financially sound basis. To this 
end, the rates shall be established so as to cover the Contractor’s requirements 
in connection with the following uses of revenues, as prescribed and determined 
pursuant to the adopted system of accounts. 
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(a) Current operating and maintenance expenses, including salaries, wages, 
cost of materials and supplies, power at wholesale, and insurance, and transfer 
to the general fund of an amount not in excess of $10,000 per annum for general 
administration furnished by the City of Roseville to its electrical department ; 

(b) Interest, amortization, and sinking fund payments currently due on the 
indebtedness applicable to the power system, including such payments to the 
general fund where the power system is indebted to that fund for expenditurs 
on the power system ; 

(c) The establishment of reasonable reserves for replacements, renewals, new 
construction, contingencies, and a reasonable amount of cash working capital; 

(d) Depreciation of the electric plant property to the extent not adequately 
provided for by amortization of debt and by renewals and replacements ; 

(e) Payments to the general fund in lieu of taxes, in amounts equal to the 
taxes on electric plant property which would be paid by a private utility render- 
ing the same service with the same property. 

(f) If the Contractor so elects, rates may be established so as to provide for 
a reasonable return on the Contractor’s rate base, prudent investment less 
depreciation, plus working capital, if the revenue required for item (b) above are 
less than such reasonable return. In this event, payment may be made to the 
general fund to the extent that a reasonable return exceeds the sums required 
for item (b) above. 

(g) In addition to the foregoing, the Contractor, if it so desires, may transfer 
to the general fund annually during the first five years of this contract portions 
of the surpluses remaining in each such year, after the application of (a), (b), 
(c), (ad), (e), and (f) of this article, said portions to be computed for the 


respective years according to the following schedule: 
Percent 


2d year 
3d year 
4th year 
5th year 


It is agreed that these charges will provide the sole basis for establishing the 
rate schedules of the Contractor and that surpluses derived from the electric 
operations of the Contractor will be used to reduce the indebtedness of the elec- 
trical system and as a basis for determining reductions of rates. 

The Contractor further agrees to publish, on or about October 1st of each year 
during the term of this contract, in a newspaper of general circulation within 
the City of Roseville, an audited operating and financial statement in such detail 
as is specified by the previously mentioned standard system of accounts, showing 
the result of operation during the year covered by said statement, and to furnish 
a copy of said statement to the contracting officer. The contracting officer shall 
have the right to examine the books and the records of the Contractor at all 
reasonable times for the purposes of verifying such statement and determining 
the consistency of the effective rates of the Contractor with the provisions of 
this article. 

The Contractor has submitted for inclusion in this contract, as Exhibit A hereof, 
a schedule of resale rates which it proposes to adopt immediately upon effectua- 
tion of this contract and which it estimates will yield revenues not in excess of 
an amount adequate to cover the charges set forth above. The Contractor will 
revise its said schedule of rates as necessary to comply fully with the terms of 
this article and will demonstrate to the contracting officer that this has been done. 

In the event the Contractor does not comply in all respects with the require- 
ments of this article, it is agreed that the contracting officer may in his discretion 
terminate this contract upon 12 months’ notice in writing to the Contractor. 


MODIFICATION OF RATES 


10. Should the United States, during the term of this contract, modify the 
rates for furnishing electric service from the Central Valley project, under terms 
and conditions similar to those under which electric service is furnished here- 
under, as conclusively determined by the contracting officer, it will promptly 
notify the Contractor thereof. The Contractor may, if it so elects, receive the 
advantage of such modified rates, effective as of the date the rates were so 
modified by the United States. The Contractor shall be deemed to have elected 
to take advantage of the modified rates if it does not advise the contracting 
officer in writing to the contrary within sixty (60) days after the date of such 
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notification. It is understood and agreed that in no event shall the United 
States, during the term of this contract, increase the rates for furnishing electric 
service to the Contractor pursuant to this contract. 


BILLING AND PAYMENTS 


11. The United States will submit bills to the Contractor on or before the tenth 
day of each month for electric service furnished hereunder during the preceding 
month, and payments will be due and payable by the Contractor on the fifteenth 
day of the month immediately succeeding the date each bill is submitted. If the 
Contractor fails to pay any bill when due, (a) an interest charge of one percent 
(1 percent) of the amount unpaid shall be added thereto as liquidated damages, 
and thereafter, as further liquidated damages, an additional interest charge of 
one-half of one percent (14 percent) of the principal sum unpaid shall be added 
on the first day of each succeeding calendar month until the amount due, includ- 
ing interest, is paid in full; and (b) the United States shall have the right to 
discontinue furnishing electric service to the Contractor, only after fifteen (15) 
days’ advance written notice of nonpayment of bills, and to refuse to resume same 
so long as any part of said amount due remains unpaid. Such a discontinuance 
of electric service will not relieve the Contractor of liability for the minimum 
charge during the time said electric service is so discontinued. If any of the 
meter tests provided for herein discloses that the error of any meter or meters 
exceeds two percent (2 percent), correction based upon the inaccuracy found 
shall be made of the records of electric service furnished since the beginning of 
the monthly billing period immediately preceding the billing period during which 
the test was made: Provided, That no correction shall be made for a longer 
period than such inaccuracy may be determined to have existed. Any correction 
in billing resulting from such correction in meter records shall be made in the 
next monthly bill rendered by the United States to the Contractor, and such cor- 
rection when made shall constitute full adjustment of any claim between the 
parties hereto arising out of such inaccuracy of meters. The rights given herein 
to the United States shal! be in addition to all other remedies available to the 
United States, either at law or in equity, for the breach of any of the provisions 
hereof. 

MEASUREMENT OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


12. The electric power and energy delivered hereunder to the Contractor will 
be measured at point of delivery by metering equipment to be furnished and 
maintained by the United States. The meter or meters shall be sealed and the 
seals shall be broken only upon occasions when the meter or meters are to be 
inspected, tested, or adjusted, and representatives of the Contractor shall be 
afforded reasonable opportunity to be present upon such occasions. The meter 
or meters shall be tested at least once each year and at any reasonable time upon 
request therefor by either party hereto. Any metering equipment found to be, 
defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and readjusted or replaced. Should the 
meter or meters fail to register, the electric power and energy delivered here- 
under during such period or failure to register shall, for billing purposes, be 
estimated from the best information available. 


CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF CONTRACTOR'S POWER SYSTEM 


13. The Contractor shall construct, operate, and maintain its power system 
in accordance with the standards prescribed in General Order No. 95 of the 
California State Railroad Commission entitled “General Orders for Overhead 
Lines Construction.” The United States may discontinue electric service here- 
under if, after reasonable notice, the Contractor fails or refuses to make such 
changes as may be required by the contracting officer in order to meet such 
standards. Such a discontinuance of electric service will not relieve the Con- 
tractor of liability for the minimum charge provided for herein during the time 
said electric service is so discontinued. The Contractor will hold harmless and 
indemnify the United States from and against any claims, demands, costs, 
losses, causes of action, damages or liability of whatsoever kind or nature, aris- 
ing out of or resulting from the construction or operation and maintenance of 
the Contractor’s power system. 


FACILITIES TO BE PROVIDED BY THE UNITED STATES 


14. The United States, for the purpose of rendering electric service here- 
under, will provide two transmission circuits between Shasta Powerplant and 
the point of delivery provided for herein. The United States will provide 





— i A 


ToT eS SS. U68FFUlUMDwIO US Ul CUP 


AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 39 


said transmission circuits either by rental of existing facilities or by construc- 
tion of new facilities. All facilities constructed by the United States pursuant 
to this contract shall be operated and maintained by or at the expense of the 
United States in conformity with the standards prescribed in the National 
Electric Safety Code of the United States Bureau of Standards, and said facili- 
ties shall be and remain the property of the United States. 


POWER FACTOR 


15. The Contractor shall maintain a weighted monthly average power factor 
at the point of delivery of not less than eighty-five percent (85 percent) lagging: 
Provided, That the Contractor will be permitted to operate at a lower power 
factor when conditions are such, as determined by the contracting officer, that 
a lower power factor will not prevent the United States from making full use 
of its available generating and transmission facilities. 


TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN CONTRACT 


16. No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the Contractor 
hereunder shall be made without the written approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior, and any successor or assignee of the rights of the Contractor, whether 
by voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, or otherwise, shall be sub- 
ject to all the provisions and conditions of this contract to the same extent as 
though such successor or assignee were the original contractor hereunder: 
Provided, That the execution of a mortgage or trust deed, or judicial or 
foreclosure sales made thereunder, shall not be deemed voluntary transfers with- 
in the meaning of this article. 


UNCONTROLLABLE FORCES 


17. Neither party shall be considered to be in default in respect to any obliga- 
tion hereunder, if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason of uncon- 
trollable forces, the term “uncontrollable forces” being deemed for the purposes of 
this contract to mean any cause beyond the control of the party affected, includ- 
ing, but not limited to a failure of facilities, flood, earthquake, storm, lightning, 
fire, epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, labor disturbance, sabotage, and re- 
straint by court or publie authority, which by exercise of due diligence and fore- 
sight such party could not reasonably have been expected to avoid. Wither 
party rendered unable to fulfill any obligation by reason of uncontrollable force 
shall exercise due diligence to remove such inability with all reasonable dispatch. 


WAIVERS 


18. Any waiver at any time by either party hereto of its rights with respect to 
a default or any other matter arising in connection with this contrast shall not 
be deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or matter. 


NOTICES 


19. Any notice, demand or request required or authorized by this contract shall 
be deemed properly given if mailed, postage prepaid, to the Regional Director, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, California, on behalf of the United States, 
except where otherwise herein specifically provided, and to the City Clerk, Rose- 
ville, California, on behalf of the Contractor. The designation of the person to be 
notified or the address of such person may be changed at any time by similar 
notice. 

CONTINGENT UPON APPROPRIATIONS 


20. The expenditure of any money or the performance of any work by the 
United States herein provided for which may require appropriations of money 
by Congress, shall be contingent upon such appropriations being made. In case 
such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this contract is not made 
the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all liability due to the 
failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 


OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


21. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall 
be admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may 





40 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


arise herefrom but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this con- 
tract if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 


TIME OF THE ESSENCE 


22. Time shall be of the essence of this agreement. If either party hereto 
defaults in, or fails to comply with any of the conditions or covenants herein 
contained, at the time of and in the manner stipulated, the other party shall be 
released from all obligations to said defaulting party or the party in noncom- 
pliance, shall be released from all obligations both at law and in equity under 
this agreement; and, in such event, the party in default or the party in non- 
compliance shall forfeit all its rights under this agreement, and said agreement 
shall terminate and be of no further force and effect at the option of the party 
not in default or in compliance with all the covenants and conditions on its 
part to be performed in and by the terms of this agreement. 

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be executed 
the day and year first above written, 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By CHaries E. Carry, 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation. 
CITy OF ROSEVILLE, CALIFORNIA, 
By Harortp 8S. Jonunson, Mayor. 
Attest: 
[CORP, SEAL] R. N. Terry, City Clerk. 


Exuisit A—SCHEDULE OF RESALE RATES 
Available: In Roseville 
RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 


Desig.: Res. 

Applicability: To residential customers who are metered separately by the 
utility, for lighting used separately or in combination with heating, cooking, 
water heating, and single phase motors not to exceed 2 hp. The utility may 
install at its own expense a load limiting device between ranges and water 
heaters but this will not in any way interfere with adequate service to the 
customer 

Rate: 

Customer charge: 

$0.30 per meter per month 
Energy charge: 

8 cents per kwh., first 50 kwh. 

2 cents per kwh., next 100 kwh. 

1 cent per kwh., next 100 kwh. 

.75 cents per kwh., all additional kwh. 
Minimum Bill: $0.40 


COMMERCIAL LIGHTING SERVICE 


Desig.: Com. 
Rate: 
Customer charge: 
$0.30 per meter per month 
Energy charge: 
3.0 cents per kwh., first 150 kwh. 
2.0 cents per kwh., next 1,350 kwh. 
1.0 cents per kwh., all additional kwh. 

Minimum Bill: The customer charge, plus $0.75 per hp. connected motor 
load. Where a transformer is installed to serve a single customer—$0.50 
per kva. of total transformer capacity. 

Gaseous Tube Lighting: Neon, fluorescent lamps or lighting systems, or 
devices having low power factor installed after July 1, 1941, shall be 
corrected to not less than 85 percent average power factor. If devices are 
not so corrected in the opinion of the utility each energy block of the rate 
will be increased 10 percent. 
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LARGE POWER 


Desig.: Industrial 
Applicable: To energy for power purposes when the connected load is 50 hp. or 
more. 
Character of Service: A. c.; 60 cycles; single and 3 phase; 110, 220, 440 volts. 
Rate: 
1.5 cents per kwh. 


Minimum Bill: $1.00 per month per hp. of connected load but not less 
than $600.00 per year. 


Gaseous Tube Lighting: Same as Commercial Lighting. 

Mr. Koester. We will get it to you. I have not got it ready now. 
The only thing is on our meetings with the Bureau of Reclamation 
officials, we did not. keep any written record of conversations or state- 
ments made there, but we do know when they were held and the general 
course of the conversations at that time. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, to go back, you said that on April 22, 1955, 
the citizens committee was informed by the Sacramento office of the 
Bureau of Reclamation no Federal power was available. Was that 
information in written form ? 

Mr. Koester. No, that was made on the basis of a telephone call 
made to the Bureau office. 

Mr. Lanican. And who made the telephone call ? 

Mr. Koesrer. I don’t recall the gentleman’s name at the present 
time, but I can find out. However, we do have a letter, April 25, letter 
from Congressman Engle advising of his contact with the Bureau and 
the answer that he obtained. 

Mr. Laniean. What was the nature of this citizens committee? 
Was it an official body of the city of Roseville, or was it an unofficial 
group ? 

Mr. Koester. They were an unofficial body. That was before I was 
here; I did not have any official capacity with the city. We do that in 
the city often, appoint citizens groups on an advisory basis on decisions 
which affect the entire community. They had the power of recom- 
mendation to the council only, 

Mr. Lanican. When did you come to work for the city of Rose- 
ville? 

Mr. Koester. In June of 1955. 

Mr. Lanican. And the statement you have given then is on the basis 
of the records that we have requested, is that it ? 

Mr. Korster. That is right. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, after you came here in June 1955, when was 
the first time that you had any contacts with the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion regarding this desire of Roseville for power? 

Mr. Korsrer. The first time that I had direct contact with them, 
first by letter, was in October, when we made formal application for 
power after a decision of the city council that that request be made. 
And then our first appointment after I came here with the Bureau to 
talk to them personally was on November 22, when a meeting was 
held with the Bureau. 

Mr. Laniean. You state that in 1956, on June 27, 1956, you were 
informed by Mr. Spencer that before Roseville would obtain the 
power all other existing contract customers would be allowed to in- 
crease their contractual amounts. Had that information ever been 
given to you prior to that time? 
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Mr. Koester. Yes; I believe it had. If I remember correctly, at 
meetings before that time we were advised by the Bureau that all 
other present contract customers would have an opportunity to first 
increase their requirements before they could consider the city of 
Roseville. 

Mr. Lanigan. Did the Bureau indicate to what extent it would 
allow the other customers to increase their requirements ? 

Mr. Koersrer. No; they advised us that their existing customers 
would be contacted and asked how much power they wished in addi- 
tion to the present contract. Then, if there was any power left, they 
would consider the city of Roseville’s request. 

Mr. Laniean. Did the representatives of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion state whether or not this was a policy of the regional office in 
this area, or whether that was a policy of the Interior Department? 

Mr. Kogstrr. Well, that was a question that we tried to determine 
by questioning as to where this policy did come from, whether this 
was a local sonar ora national policy. I don’t recall now ever having 
received a definite answer in that respect, because we felt that was 
important in our case. Because of the fact that since we were the 
first customer ever to sign for the Bureau, as a preference customer, 
we certainly felt this entitled us to some special consideration or a 
least equal consideration with the other customers. 

Mr. Lanican. In the last 2 or 3 months since you learned that the 
matter had been referred, I believe you said it was in July, to the 
Washington office by Mr. Spencer, has the city of Roseville made any 
efforts to meet with or discuss your problem with representatives of 
the Department of the Interior from Washington ? 

Mr. Korstrer. Yes; we did. We have sent telegrams, a number of 
them, back to Washington requesting—we wanted to send representa- 
tives of the city back to Washington to meet with the Secretary of 
the Interior. We never arranged a meeting with the Secretary him- 
self, but we were advised that we could meet with Mr. Aandahl. 
However, when this committee hearing date was definitely set for 
September 24, we decided against sending a representative at this 
time until after the hearing. We thought perhaps Mr. Aandahl, or 
at least his representatives, or Mr. Seaton’s representatives, would be 
here at this hearing. 

Mr. Laniean. In the case of the meeting with Mr. Aandahl, was 
any time tentatively specified for that? 

Mr. Kogsrer. No. 

Mr. Lanican. Did you make any effort to discuss the matter with 
the Secretary of the Interior himself, Mr. Seaton, while he was in 
this general area? 

Mr. Koester. Yes; we were advised that. Mr. Seaton 

Mr. Lanigan. Could you tell us what you did, and how you got 
the advice, give us the details on that? 

Mr. Koester. Well, we were not advised by the Department of 
Interior, but our attorney, Mr. Brody, who was retained by the city 
to represent us in this case, he advised us Mr. Seaton was in Oregon. 
This was sometime early in September. We were advised Mr. Seaton 
was in Oregon on other business, so we tried to arrange an appoint- 
ment with him while he was out here on the west coast. 

Mr. Lanican. How did you make the effort? Was that through 
Mr. Brody ? 
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Mr. Koester. No; we sent telegrams directly back to Washington 
to the Department of the Interior to try to arrange such a conference 
with us. It was just a matter of costs, it would be relatively costly for 
us to send people back to Washington. We thought we could meet 
with him out here, and it would be much more economical. 

We were unable to arrange the meeting. Mr. Seaton advised us 
that, or his office advised us, he had to go back to Washington. 

Mr. Lanican. Were you advised that Mr. Seaton would be in Cali- 
fornia around September 16? 

Mr. Koerster. No; we were not advised to that effect. We were ad- 
vised that Mr. Aandahl would be in this area in October sometime. 

Mr. Cuuporr. How were you notified about that? Did you get 
a letter from the Interior Department ? 

Mr. Bropy. Mr. Chairman, I handled most of those arrangements, 
if you defer this line of questioning until my testimony is presented. 

Mr. Cuuporr. You try not to forget about it. We will try not to 
forget about it. 

Mr. Lanican. And we'd like to get the copies of this correspondence 
to make the record complete, whether it is from your files or Mr. 
Brody’s. 

Mr. Koester. Mr. Brody would be better qualified to testify on that. 

Mr. Laniean. That is all. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Any questions, Mr. Carlson ? 

Mr. Cartson. No; I have none. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Moss ? 

Mr. Moss. Yes, Mr. Koester, I wonder if you might give us the rate 


paid by the city of Roseville prior to its 1945 contract with the 
ureau ¢ 

Mr. Koester. Prior to the 1945 contract ? 

Mr. Moss. Do you have that figure available for us? 

Mr. Koester. I am afraid I don’t. 

Mr. Moss. What was the rate paid, the wholesale rate from 1945 
to 1950 on this We basis? 


Mr. Kogster. Our city engineer is going to testify a little bit later. 
He has a good many figures on that. I don’t happen to have those 
figures available. 

Mr. Moss. Now, as I recall your appearance before the subcom- 
mittee on San Francisco last year, you were joined by representatives 
of other cities, I believe originally there were 10? 

Mr. Koester. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. All of them have now signed contracts, except the city 
of Roseville? 

Mr. Koester. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. Do you remember the requirements of those 10 cities? 

Mr. Koester. In terms of kilowatt demand, I am not sure offhand, 
but I think it is something in the nature of—very roughly, I’d say it 
is in the vicinity of 200,000. 

Mr. papas. How many of these smaller cities were included in that 
grou 

Mr. Korster. Well, that group of 11, included all the cities in north- 
ern California that have municipal distribution systems, and it in- 
cluded several very amall ones. 


84976—57 4 
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Mr. Moss. Your contract with the P. G. & E. expired in 1955. What 
percentage increase would they require in a new contract—in the new 
contract which they offered you ? 

Mr. Korsrer. Well, the contract that was originally offered the city 
of Roseville was the straight R schedule which we are now paying, 
which is approximately 30 percent increase for us. 

Now that was the contract that was originally offered to all the 
cities, and that was at that time, when I first came here last summer, all 
of us cities got together in an attempt to obtain a better rate than that. 
We felt it was too high, and by a joint negotiation of the cities with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., that rate was reduced despite the fact 
that it was set by the Public Utilities Commission, that rate was re- 
duced in this 7-year contract which all other cities signed with the 
exception of Roseville. 

Mr. Moss. Do you know the average increase those cities are paying 
under the contract ? 

Mr. Korsrer. Under the new contract, well, it varies, it was on a 
sliding scale, gradually approaching in the fifth year, I believe, the 
full R schedule, but in the intervening year, for example, in the first 
year, the other cities increase is only about 8 or 10 percent against our 
30 percent. Then each year it becomes less of a saving, until the 15th 
year, they will pay the full R schedule, with the exception of what 
they call the ratchet clause has to do with demand. 

Mr. Laniean. That is 5th year, not 15th? 

Mr. Korsrer. Fifth, yes. 

Mr. Moss. That is all my questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I have no further questions. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Koester. Now, Mr. Kenneth Thompson. Mr. Thompson, what is 
your full name? 

Mr. Tuompson. My name is Kenneth Anthony Thompson. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Raise your right hand, please. Do you solemnly 
swear the testimony you are about to give before this subcommittee 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help 
you God? 

Mr. Tuompson. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you give us your full address and capacity, 
and be seated. 

Mr. Tuompson. I live at 3138 Marian Way, in Roseville, and I am 
employed as the city engineer and electrical superintendent of this 
city. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you have a seat and proceed, please, Mr. 
Thompson. 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 


TESTIMONY OF KENNETH A. THOMPSON, CITY ENGINEER, CITY OF 
ROSEVILLE, CALIF. 


Since the first day of my being in Roseville the cost and source of 
power has been under discussion. I attended all the meetings with the 
Bureau of Reclamation concerning power. After being informed by 
the Bureau that no power was available the council instructed me to 
investigate all available facts for the purpose of obtaining Bureau 
power or power from other sources if any. : 

Acting under these instructions of the council, I made an independ- 
ent study of the present requirements and future needs of the Bureau 
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customers based on the limited information available from the Bureau, 

Jalifornia average power growth figures and Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District growth figures. The Sacramento Munic ipal Utility 
District I will refer to as SMUD hereafter. SMUD is the Bureau's 
largest preference customer, using approximately 75 percent of the 
kilowatts sold to preference customers and having 71 percent of the 
December 1955 demand. It has one of the fastest growth rates in the 
Nation which approximates 12 percent per annum. The California 
average is approximately 8 percent and our own rate growth is at 
a 9 percent ¢ average and should public power become ailable, m: Ly 
reach a maximum rate of 12 percent. Because of its leon usage it 1s 
assumed that the peak demands on the Federal system would be 
coincident with those of SMUD. SMUD normally has its greatest 
peak in December, with a secondary peak in July. 

The Bureau furnished us with the following list of customers and 
their maximum demands during a maximum month: 








December 
1955 Maxi- 
delivery kilo- mum 
demand 
kilowatts 


24, 000 


Present con- 
tract rate of 
| Contract date 


| 
watts 


24, 000-50, 000 


Ames Laboratory___-_-_-- 
Benicia Arsenal_- 
Camp Beale. __- 


| July 30, 1953 
Aug. 27, 1951 
Aug. 31, 1951 


“| Aug. 29, 1951 


3, 500 
200 
60 


3, 660 
2, 170 
60 


Camp Stoneman..-___...-.-.--- St Seats 
Castle Air Force Base ee ed do aa 1, 100 2, 360 
Deuel Vocational Institute_...........-- 2 .| Dee. 9, 1952 | 100 1, 140 
Folsom prison hlnatddd .| Dec. 24, 1952 | 1, 700 1, 530 
Glenn-Colusa [rrigation District- ; Feb. 9, 1953 2, 600 60 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard. -._.........-----.--.-----.--.-.]| Dee. 1, 1954 8, 000 16, 800 
Mather Air Force Base $365 500. ies . Oct. 1,1951 2, 100 | 2, 860 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station Aug. 27, 1951 2, 500 2, 550 
Naval Supply Annex M06 acces 5, 000 3, 480 
Nevada-Colorado River Commission __- ; Sept. 15, 1952 | 33, 000 (‘) 
Parks Air Force Base___- ‘ ..--| July . 1952 2, 000 3, 930 
Plumas-Sierra, Rural Electric Administration - .....--| Nov. 14, 1952 1, 700 1,310 
Port Chicago Naval pie sae gto aie ct Coys TO 1, 000 810 
Provident Irrigation District_- vied aceee kn wmiinccgm ob eneel ene th ae 400 114 
Reclamation District, 2-35 5 ad nies Jan. 27,1953 1, 100 366 
Sacramento Municipal U tility District - ....-.--| Dee. 11, 1952 |250, 000-290, 000 192, 740 
Sharpe General Depot, Lathrop Sen eee Ue 930 1, 550 
Sharpe General Depot, Tracy- siceenaveancensa|) Miaen — ee 550 1,040 
Shasta Dam area, Public U tility District..___-__-_- | Jan. 9, 1957 5 495 
Travis Air Force Base. __- at Ra ...| Jan. 8, 1952 3, 000 4, 650 
West Side Irrigation District _ £ -| June 8, 1951 | 1, 500 290 


1346, 045-412, 045 i 








267, 965 
1 No service. 
NotTE.—Ames contract rate of delivery of 50,000 kilowatts effective when project dependable capacity is 


400,000 kilowatts or greater. Sacramento Municipal Utility District contract rate of delivery for calendar 
year 1956 is 250,000 kilowatts subject to annual increases up to 290,000 kilowatts. 


These customers are listed here with their kilowatts of demand. I 
might comment that on the Ames contract which was in 1955 for 24,000 
went to 50,000 this year when the project dependable capacity went 
over 400, 000, that this represents about 11 percent of the total contract 
amount firm power that will be available. 

The Nev eC Yolorado River Commission contract which expired 
with no service on it for approximately 71% percent of the total amount, 
and the ultimate capacity of the Sacramento Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict has about 64 percent of the total amount of power that is avail- 
able here. 
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Assuming a diversity of 1, that is, that all customers peaked, at the 
same half hour period of the same day of the month the following rates 
of demand would occur: 


Sacramento Municipal Util- 


ity District (12 percent) __. 
Ames (c -ntract) 
Remaining 8 percent !__.... 


Total 
Available 

1 Refers to rate of annual growth. 

I would like to make a correction on the tables here on the amount 
available in 1955, should be 32,000 and 35 kilowatts of unused capacity 
there. This was due to the fact that 450,000 kilowatts firm was not 
available in 1955. 

Mr. Laniean. Will you repeat the — please? 

Mr. TxHompson. 32,035 kilowatts. t would be 150,000 less than 
the figure that is here, that is, instead of the 182,000 there. 

Now the 1955 figures are merely there as a starting point. These are 
the figures we have in actual figures, information furnished by the 
Bureau. 

We assume in 1956, and thereafter the Ames contract of 50,000 
kilowatts would be in full usage, and that the SMUD rate of growth 
would be 215,000 up to its full contract amount of 290,000 kilowatts. 
Both of these customers have contracts with the P. G. & E. for power 
over their power contract amount. On these figures, we took the 
remaining customers at an 8-percent growth over what their actual 
peak demands were in December of 1955, which is a peak month. 

On that basis, in 1956, there would be 128,708 kilowatts of firm 
power demand that would be unused and going into the P. G. & E. 
system. 

"he 1957, on this normal rate of growth from the present customers, 
we'd have 98,000 kilowatts available; in 1958, there would be 64,000 
kilowatts available; in 1959, there would be 40,000 kilowatts available, 
that is 1959; and in 1960 there would be 34,000 kilowatts available; 
and in 1961 there would be 28,000 kilowatts available. 

Now the figures of 1962 and 1963 show there are still over 10,000 
kilowatts that would be available, but these figures would not enter 
into it as other power would be available. 

At a historical rate of growth Roseville’s requirements would not 
exceed 10,000 kilowatts before 1965. At an accelerated rate of growth 
Roseville would not exceed 10,000 kilowatts of demand prior to 1963. 
I have a chart, if you gentlemen would be interested in it, of the Rose- 
ville’s rate of growth here. 

Mr. Laniean. Could I ask you a question on the figures? You 
have “SMUD, 12 percent.” I don’t understand that on the chart. 

Mr. THompson. That is rate of growth as we mentioned earlier, 
SMUD has one of the most rapid rates of growth in the entire coun- 
try, and it approximates 12 percent per annual—— 
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Mr. Lanigan. Eight percent remaining is the average for the State? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is average for the State. Actually the aver- 
age of the P. G. & E. system in the last year was 7.84 percent. 

I might mention here some specific figures, taking accelerated growth 
under the cheaper power which would be available from Central 
Valley project 

Mr. Cuuporr. Could I interrupt at that point? I want to thank 
you for the chart. I was wondering whether you could give us a 
duplicate copy. It doesn’t have to be this big. You can reduce it in 
size, SO we can include it in the record. 

Mr. THompson. We can. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you send that to us? 

Mr. THompson. Yes; I will. 

(The chart referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Cuuporr. Thank you. You can put it on regular graph paper 
and won’t have to put it on cardboard. 

Mr. Tuompson. Thank you. In 1957, city of Roseville demand 
would be 5,150 kilowatts of demand. In 1957 there would be an unused 
portion, of the 450,000 total, of 98,478. We would be asking approxi- 
mately 5 percent of that unused demand. 

In 1960 we would be using approximately 7,250 kilowatts of demand, 
and in 1960 there would be available approximately 34,734; we’d still 
only be asking for about one-fifth of the power that would be available. 

In addition to the power now available to the Bureau, the first 
power from Trinity would be available in 1960 with 233,000 kilowatts 
of capacity scheduled to be in operation in 1961. This should make 
a another 200,000 kilowatts of firm demand available by June 
of 1962. 

These kilowatts that are listed as available are firm power amounts 
that would be unused by existing contract customers; the amount 
would go to P. G. & E. as dump power, if not utilized by another 
customer, such as Roseville. It will be noted that there is sufficient 
firm power available to supply Roseville’s needs and allow adequate 
growth for existing customers well past the point when Trinity power 
becomes available. 


ECONOMIC BENEFITS 


In November of last year the city of Roseville went on the P. G. & E. 
Co. R schedule for wholesale power. For the purposes of annual 
cost for fiscal year the months of July, August, September, and 
October 1955, were converted to cost on R schedule: 





Kilowatt- Cost P. G. 
& E. Co. 


Month and year Cost Bureau 


hours E. Co 


1955—July 
August 
RICAN... docnsedpnn acts 
BORNE io okt kat manele 
SS RR Se. Ta 
December... ......-- 
1956—January 
February 


209,600 | $11, 138. 72 | $6, 222. 24 
413, 600 12, 708. 98 6, 821. 76 
394, 400 12, 612. 98 6, 783. 36 
120,800} 11, 017. 28 6, 318. 24 
495,200! 13,055. 26 1135. 44 
551,600 | 13,730.86 7,781. 76 
533,600 | 13,520.15 7,499, 52 
544.400 | 13,415.71 
350,000 | 12, 306. 91 
224.000! 11. 659.36 
245,600 | 11, 823. 58 
418,400 | 12, 755.32 


7, 233. 84 
6, 698. 16 
6, 264. 72 
6, 390. 00 
6, 776. 64 


eee 


16, 501, 200 149, 745, 11 | 81, 925. 68 





' 


Average cost per kilowatt-hour: 
. G. & E. Co. cutee te eR ee eS a AEE AER Bi .-mills per kilowatt-hour__ 9.0748 
Bureau , ‘ ‘ do___. 4.9648 


In that table—I might just summarize it—we used during the fiscal 
year of 1955-56, 16,501,200 kilowatt hours, at a cost from the P. G. & E. 
of $149,745.11, or an average cost of 9.0748 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
The same power and cost from the Bureau would have been $81,925.68, 
or the average cost of Bureau power would be 4.9648 mills. 





AERS 
aper 


land 
used 
rOXxi- 


and, 
still 
able. 
first 
vatts 
nake 
June 


unts 
ount 
ther 
‘lent 
uate 
ywer 


ureau 


222. 24 
821.76 
783. 36 
318, 24 
135. 44 
781. 76 
499, 52 
233. 84 
698. 16 
264. 72 
390. 00 
776, 64 


4.9648 


iscal 
& E. 
our. 
.68, 
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As our load factor is fairly stable, these prices would hold fairly 
constant. Based on historical crowth our consumption and costs for 
the next 10 years would be as follows: 


Estimated Cost P. G. Cost Cost 
| annual use, & E.Co. | £=Bureau | difference 
kilowatts to city | to city 


bie hit chi ii Dene an’ 17, 986,308 | $163,222.15 | $89, 298.96 | $73, 923. 
sbobutLehedaee cleat | eee 177, 912. 14 | 97, 335. 87 | 80, 576. ; 
21, 369,533 | 193, 924. 24 106, 096. 10 | 87, 828. 
23, 202,791 | 211,377.42 | 115, 644.75 | 95, 732. 67 
25, 389, 142 230, 401. 39 126, 052. 77 | 104, 348. 62 
27,674,165 | 251,137.51 | 137,397.52 113, 739. 99 
30, 164, 840 273, 739. 89 149, 763. 30 123, 976. 59 
32, 879, 676 | 298, 376 48 | 163, 242 00 | 135, 134. 48 
35, 838,847 | 325, 230. 37 177, 933. 78 147, 296. 59 
39, 064, 343 354, 501. 10 193, 947 82 | 160, 553. 28 





2, 479, 822 69 | 1, 356, 712. 87 | 1, 123, 109. 82 


Each year is itemized here. Our total cost from the P. G. & E. Co. 
would be $2,479,822, and the Bureau cost would be $1,356,712, or a 
difference between the two rates of $1,123,000. 

These are direct cash benefits to the community. Indirect benefits 
could be as great as the direct. Roseville is a single industry com- 
munity. Seasonal layoffs and other interruptions in workloadings 
greatly affect the economic status of the entire community. To stabilize 
the economic status of the community and incidentally provide a more 
stable workload for our prime industry, the citizens of Roseville are 
attempting to attract diversified industries into the city. To do so 
we have to compete on power rates with the rest of the Sacramento 
area. Retail power for large consumers is sold in this area for less 
money than we can obtain power for wholesale from our present 
source. 

I might point out that to deliver Bureau power to Roseville not one 
physical change would be necessary. ‘The bookkeeping would be all 
that would be ‘changed. Power th: at is being currently bought by our 
present supplier for approximately 3.5 mills ‘and resold to us at 9 mills 
would be delivered over the same lines, in the same manner, except that 
we would pay the Bureau 5 mills for the same power they are currently 
receiving 3.5 mills for. 

Mr. Cuvporr. I wonder if I could interrupt. Where is the P. G. & 
EK. which is your present supplier, § getting its power from? 

Mr. Tuomrson. Well, Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has a largely 
diversified system. 

Mr. Cuvporr. I imagine they are making some of it in their steam- 
plant. 

Mr. THompson. Some is in the steamplants. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Some of this power they are selling you at 9 mills, 
did you say ¢ 

Mr. THomeson. Nine mills. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Nine mills, and some of that power comes from the 
Government hydroelectric dams, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is right. 
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Mr. Cuuporr. Have you been able to break that down? Is it pos- 
sible to break it down to find out how much is coming from steam 
lants and how much is coming from the Government hydroelectric 
acilities ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, the rates that we showed previously on our 
table are an estimate of what would be available during the period of 
_ next few years. I do not have the exact figures of what has 

en 

Mr. Cuuporr. I presume it would be very hard to break it down 
because it comes over one line, but do you think a conservative estimate 
would be 50-50? 

Mr. Tuompson. You mean of P. G. & E.’s supply ? 

Mr. Cuuporr. What is coming from the steamplant, and what is 
coming from the hydroelectric supply they buy from the Government ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, I would say that we could only refer this to 
what firm power is being received by the P. G. & E. Co. from the 
Government, of which they are not a preference customer, and of which 
we are, and so should be entitled to. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Of course, what I am trying to find out is whether 
P. G. & E. is buying the power from the Government which you 
would be entitled to, and selling it to you at a high rate. 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, yes, it would Be on the basis of what we have 
just said. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. You can’t tell exactly how much they are buying, but 
it is true they are buying some Government hydroelectric power, not 
steam-generated power or hydro power that the P. G. & E. is generat- 
ing themselves ? 

Mr. Tompson. Well, what you have would be a very complex 
question. The P. G. & E., as I understand it, has the right to specify 
at which times that they will use the power in the Bureau’s system ; 
they can therefore run at a high peak and no valley, or they can run a 
constant level on the thing. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I am trying to understand your technical explanation. 
I realize it would be very difficult for you to break that into various 
subdivisions. Nevertheless, P. G. & E. is getting a pretty good benefit 
out of the whole situation on an overall basis, aren’t they ? 

Mr. THompson. Well, in 1956 they will be getting better than 40 
percent of the total—I mean about 35 percent of the total that is avail- 
able of this firm power, which would be very much more than ade- 
quate to serve our needs here. 

One point that seems to stand out is if the Bureau could contract 
for 33,000 kilowatts of power with the Nevada Colorado River Com- 
mission and stand ready to serve on this contract when only 300,000 
kilowatts of firm power was available then, why can’t the Bureau con- 
tract for 10,000 kilowatts of power with the city of Roseville with the 
Nevada contract not renewed and 450,000 kilowatts of firm power 
available? 

I would like to add to what I said up here in these costs that the 
difference between what Roseville would pay the Bureau for power 
and what P. G. & E. is paying, would make a difference of about 
$50,000 to the Bureau in increased earnings after deducting the one 
mill that the Bureau would have to pay for wheeling to P. G. & E., 
that is the Bureau’s treasury would be $50,000 richer in paying off 
the project. 





AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 51 


Mr. Cuvuporr. You are assuming P. G. & E. would do the wheeling; 
they may refuse to wheel. 

Mr. Tuompson. No, they have a wheeling agreement that is effective. 

Mr. Cuuvorr. They have a wheeling agreement ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, that is why we mentioned the 1961 date. 

Now, in addition to that, the city of Roseville if it contracted for 
10,000 kilowatts, would pay an additonal $60,000 during the first 2 
years of that contract for power it would not use under the minimum 
charge that the Bureau’s policies would make, but that would still be 
a substantial savings to the city. 

I want to thank you gentlemen for the opportunity to testify here. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Thompson, I understand there are quite a few 
questions that counsel, both counsel, want to ask you, and Congressman 
Moss and myself; and since we were going to adjourn for lunch at 
12: 30 anyway, I think we will adjourn at this time until 2 o’clock, at 
which time we will take up your questions. 

(Whereupon the subcommittee recessed at 12:25 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The public hearing of the Public Works and Resources Subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Government Operations, House of 
Representatives, reconvened at 2:05 p. m., Monday, September 24, 
1956, in the Legion Hall, Roseville, Calif., Congressman Earl Chudoff, 
presiding * * *. 

Mr. Cuuporr. The subcommittee will be in order. I realize that 


it is a little warm in here; and if any witness or any member in the 
audience wants to take his coat off, I have no objection. I see every- 
body has done it anyway, so it is like locking the stable after the horse 
is stolen. 

Mr. Enetz. This horse hasn’t his off yet. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Now, we will continue with the questioning of Ken- 
neth A. Thompson, city engineer of the city of Roseville. Mr. Lanigan, 
do you have some questions for Mr. Thompson ? 

Mr. Laniean. On your last page of your statement, you state that 
your present supplier is buying power for approximately 3.5 mills. 
Can you tell us how you arrived at that figure / 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF KENNETH A. THOMPSON, CITY 
ENGINEER, CITY OF ROSEVILLE, CALIF. 


Mr. THompson. Well, the information I have on that is limited. 
This is approximately the rate that you will find from the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. records filed with the Public Utilities Commission 
for dump-power rates. 

Mr. Laniean. Is this a combination of the dependable-nondepend- 
able rate, do you know that? 

Mr. Tuompson. I believe it is the nondependable. 

Mr. Lanican. Then on page 2 in discussing certain figures you say 
assuming a diversity of one, that is, that all customers peaked at the 
same half-hour period of the same day of the month. In your ex- 
perience in the electric industry does it ever occur that you have a 
diversity of one in a large system like the Central Valley system ? 
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Mr. Tuompson. No, sir, it doesn’t. It is the worst possible condi- 

tion that can be assumed. 
eee Lanigan. You assume that for purposes of discussion, is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Tuompson. That is correct. 

Mr. Laniean. Has the Bureau of Reclamation furnished you any 
information as to what their diversity factor is? 

Mr. Tuomrson. That matter was discussed at one of the meetings 
with Mr. Spencer and the information we got at that time was that 
it was so close to one—they didn’t have the exact figures available 
at the time—that they thought it was very clase to the figure of one. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, have you figured out what it is costing the city 
at the present moment per month in not being able to sign up with 
the Bureau of Reclamation, both as between the monthly charge you’d 
have to pay to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. on a long-term contract 
and on your month-to-month contract and also as between the present 
rate you are paying and the Bureau rate? 

Mr. Tuomeson. The first question, we are paying a prime rate 
now of over $2,000 a month on the R schedule more than we would be 
if we were under contract. 

Now the difference per month between a Bureau contract and the 
P. G. & E. contract would be about $6,000 a month. It would be in 
excess of $6,000 a month. 

I have some figures on that that might be of interest. Since the 
very start of this in 1945, when we first went into the agreement with 
the Bureau of Reclamation, the city was paying an average of 8.23 
mills between 1945 and 1950 to the P. G. & E. Co. as against the 5-mill 
rate to the Bureau and that cost the city of Roseville in that time, 
this delay, $140,000. 

Now they also put another $140,000 in in the period between 1950 
and 1955 while we were under contract. Had Roseville not been 
under contract with P. G. & E., it would have cost over $200,000 dur- 
ing that same period. 

So the total cost to the city has been in excess of $280,000; or I 
shouldn’t say cost, but total savings would have been possible to the 
city of over a quarter of a million dollars during this period we have 
been waiting for the power. 

Mr. Laniean. As an electrical engineer for the city, have you at- 
tended the conferences held with the Bureau of Reclamation since 
you took your present position ¢ 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Have you attended all of the conferences? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Laniean. In those conferences has the city made it clear to the 
Bureau of Reclamation and to the Interior Department what the delay 
or what the failure to get Federal power is costing the city on a 
monthly basis? 

Mr. THompson. We have mentioned the cost to the city to the Bu- 
reau in most of our conversations showing that that is the reason why 
we wanted the Bureau power to start with. 

Mr. Lanican. At what time did the city tell the Bureau of Recla- 
mation that it would consider taking power on a withdrawal basis 
from the Bureau of Reclamation, that is, taking it at a junior status 
to existing customers and possibly to the State of Nevada? 





AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 53 


Mr. THompson. Well, we discussed that possibility in our first 
meeting, but I don’t recall the time at which we made an official appli- 
cation on that basis. It wasn’t gone into officially until August 15, 
1956, although we did discuss it in November of 1955. 

Mr. Laniean. And what was the reply of the people in the Bureau 
of Reclamation to that suggestion in November 1955? 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, in 1955 Mr. Spencer said that they couldn’t 
consider giving us power on unfirm basis because it w ould place the 
city itself in a detrimental position. 

Mr. Lanican. And what is the city’s attitude regarding the con- 
cern the Bureau of Reclamation has about a withdrawal basis con- 
tract ¢ 

Mr. THompson. I think that would be taken up in the legal discus- 
sion by our attorney. 

Mr. Laniean. That is all I have. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Carlson. 

Mr. Cartson. Yes, Mr. Thompson, the source of the figures on page 
2 is the Bureau of Reclamation, is that correct? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is correct. 

Mr. Cartson. And the figures on page 3 are your own calculation? 

Mr. THompson. They are calculations that are based on the figures 
that were given us by the Bureau of Reclamation ; and as we explained 
in the first age there, on the normal growth or the growth rate that 
SMUD ebete experiencing for their : particular load and the normal 
growth rate of this area of California, for the remainder. 

Mr. Carson. You say, “the Bureau furnished us with the follow- 
ing list of customers and their maximum demand during a maximum 
month.” What do you mean by “a maximum month”? Does that 
mean that in December 1955 the maximum demand in kilowatts was 
greater than in any other month during 1955? 

Mr. Tuompson. We assumed that the Bureau system would peak 
simultaneously with that of their largest customer, which was the 
SMUD group. They take 75 percent of the total amount of kilowatts 
of the system. 

Then their — as we mentioned here, their primary peak is in 
December of the year. They have a secondary peak in the month of 
July which usually is lebout & 5 percent below the December peak. 

Now in between those months, you have what you might call valley 
peaks, the peaks of the system aren’t as great during the intermediate 
months as they are at those two times of the year due to the electrical 
loadings that come on the system. In December you have a heavy 
lighting peak, and in the July months you have a heavy irrigational 
peak. 

Mr. Carson. So it is just an assumption then that these other 
activities will peak at the same time as Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. Yes; it isa fairly safe assumption. 

Mr. Cartson. Then I just want to clarify in my own mind the 
figures labeled “available” on page 3, is that the difference between 
the amount of power that you state is available from Central Valley 
project and these totals ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Cartson. That is all I have. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Moss. 
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Mr. Moss. Mr. Thompson, in discussing “peak,” you mean the peak 
demand rather than the peak production ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. The peak demand that is made on the system; that 
is correct. 

Mr. Moss. When you say “fairly safe assumption” in the illustra- 
tion used on page 2, that would be the maximum desinnid ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Those would be the maximum demands that would 
occur on the system. 

Mr. Moss. The safe assumption would be that those peaks would 
not occur in the pattern set forth on page 2. That shows the maxi- 
mum demand if thay all peaked at the same time ? 

Mr. Tuompson. If I understand you correctly, I think this is a little 
bit different point. These are the maximum peaks that would occur 
during a maximum month. 

Mr. Moss. Yes, or the maximum maximums ? 

Mr. Tuomeson. Maximum maximums. 

Mr. Moss. The assumption would be the maximum maximums 
would not occur simultaneously with all users ? 

Mr. Cartson. Aren’t they the actual figures for December ? 

Mr. Moss. That is the most they used. This is what the demand 
would be if all of the customers came to the maximum demand at the 
same time. 

Mr. Tuomrson. They’d be minimized by whatever diversity there 
is in the system; yes. 

Mr. Moss. Now, you gave us the figure paid by the city of Roseville 
from 1945 to 1950 as 8.32 mills? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. What was the average figure paid under the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. contract from 1950 to 1955 ? 

Mr. THompson. 7.15 mills. 

Mr. Moss. 7.15. What is the average being paid today on the R 
schedule? 

Mr. THompson. 9.0748. 

Mr. Moss. What would have been the maximum had you signed the 
long-term contract ? 

Mr. TuHompson. It would have—I am not prepared to answer that. 
I would estimate it would be in the neighborhood of 8 mills. 

Mr. Moss. In the neighborhood of 8 mills? 

Mr. Tuompson. That again is a fluctuating amount with each year 
of the contract. 

Mr. Moss. Would 8 mills be the beginning figure or average for the 
life of the contract ? : 

Mr. Tuompson. That would be the beginning figure. 

Mr. Moss. That would be the minimum figure, then, for the life of 
the contract ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

_Mr. Moss. And it represents the average being paid by the other 
cities who originally joined in requesting Central Valley project 
power? 

Mr. Toompson. Yes, depending upon the load factor of the particu- 
lar city involved. 

Mr. Moss. Under the most favorable contract with Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. you’d be paying approximately 3 mills more than under 
a Bureau contract ? 
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Mr. THompson. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And would be paying about 41% mills more than the 
P. G. & E. is paying on an average for the block of power of 33,000 
kilowatts they are buying from the Bureau? 

Mr. Tuomeson. To the best of my knowledge, that would be 
correct. 

Mr. Moss. Now you indicated there you had some difficulty de- 
termining what P. G. & E. had paid or what they were paying for 
this power. Was the difficulty because of the complexity of the rates 
they pay for different types of power from Central Valley project, 
or was it because of failure of the Bureau to give you the figures? 

Mr. Tuomrson. I wouldn’t say that it was the failure of the Bureau 
to give us the figures in this respect there because we did not request 
a detailed rundown on these figures. We made approximations on 
them, and we had some of these figures that were available from the 
public utilities commission records. 

Mr. Moss. Now, in November of last. year you started again discuss- 
ing with the Bureau again the availability of power? 

Mr. THompson. That was the first conference I attended was in 
August—I mean in November. 

Mr. Moss. You had been negotiating by mail, but in November you 
had a conference ? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. In Sacramento? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, in the regional office there. 

Mr. Moss. With regional personnel of the Bureau? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. On August 15 of this year you say you officially requested 
power; is that correct? 

Mr. Txompson. No, we officially requested power prior to that 
time, but as I think I mentioned before, we had discussed taking 
power on a withdrawal basis, but we didn’t officially make an applica- 
tion on a withdrawal basis until August the 15th of 1956. 

Mr. Moss. Were you discouraged from making that application 
by representatives of the Bureau? 

Mr. Tuompson. Well, they weren’t encouraging. 

Mr. Moss. Were they discouraging? 

Mr. THomrson. I would say “Yes.” 

Mr. Moss. On what grounds other than their concern for the city 
of Roseville did it reflect policy of the Bureau? 

Mr. TxHompson. As to the exact nature of their hesitation to go 
into this, I couldn’t say exactly. One of the reasons was that they 
felt that would be putting the city in a poor position because if they 
couldn’t supply then we had no other alternative but to go back 
to the present supplier. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Will you yield that point? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Thompson, we are having a little battle with 
the elements. It is quite warm in here and the custodian of this 
building has decided to turn on the cooling system which will give us 
a little competion, so would you speak into the mike now so that those 
people in the back rows who have difficulty hearing can hear you. 
We will do all our talking from now on by microphone. I think we 
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will be better off with the cooling system on than we would be with- 
out it. 

Mr. Moss. It was indicated earlier that the Bureau informed repre- 
sentatives of the city of Roseville that it had requested customers of 
the Bureau presently having contracts to inform it of their added 
needs by July 15? 

Mr. THompson. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Moss. And following July 15 did you again contact the Bu- 
reau—to determine whether it had any information which would indi- 
cate availability of sufficient power to meet the needs of the city of 
Roseville? 

Mr. TuHomrson. Now Mr. Koester held that conversation with Mr. 
Spencer and it was brought out in his testimony. I was not a direct 
party to that conversation although I did hear the conversation from 
the one end. 

Mr. Moss. I believe you indicated the Central Valley project loses 
revenue through its sales to Pacific Gas & Electric rather than to the 
city of Roseville amounting to $50,000? 

Mr. THompson. Yes; that was my estimate. 

Mr. Moss. Over what period of time? 

Mr. THompson. Between now and 1961. That was a figure on the 
cost of power, on the differential in the cost of power. In addition 
to that figure, there is a $60,000 figure which if we had a contract for 
10,000 kilowatts we would pay a minimum charge for the first 2 
years because we wouldn’t use all the power that would be normally 
supplied for the 10,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Moss. You would be happy to pay the $60,000 for the 2 years? 

Mr. Tuompson. Definitely; it would still be $30,000 cheaper than 
what we are paying now. 

Mr. Moss. That is all the questions I have. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. I just want to get something straightened out in my 
own mind. If you will recall before we adjourned for lunch I tried 
to.get from you just how much of the power that you were buying 
from P. G. & E. was coming from the Bureau of Reclamation, and 
you said it would be.very difficult to break that down. Now, P. G. 
& E. buys this power, whatever amount it might be, from the Bureau 
of Reclamation at dump rates; doesn’t it? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Cuuporr. What do they pay for it; do you have any idea? 

Mr. Tuompson. On the figures that we have compiled on it, it 
would be approximately 31% mills. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Now you don’t know what portion of it that you are 
getting in the power that you buy from P. G. & E., but you do feel 
that at least some of the power you are getting is power bought at 
dump rates from the Bureau of Reclamation by the P. G. & E.; isn’t 
that right? 

Mr. te That is true. 

Mr. Cuuporr. What are you paying the P. G. & E. for power? 

Mr. Tuompson. 9.0748 mills. 

Mr. Cuuporr. So they are making approximately 6 mills profit on 
whatever power they are giving you ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes; about 514. 
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Mr. Cuvporr. Now, if you bought the power, whatever it might be, 
from the Federal Government directly, how much would you have to 
pay for it? : 

Mr. Tuompson. We would pay approximately 5 mills. Figured 
out in last year’s rates it would have been 4.9648 mills. 

Mr. Cuuporr. So that you would save 5 mills? 

Mr. THomrpson. Four mills. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Four mills, and the Government would get 2 mills 
more for it? 

Mr. Tuomrson. They would get approximately a mill and a half, 
but they would have to pay P. G. & E. 1 mill of that for wheeling. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Then they’d get half a mill more? 

Mr. THompson. Approximately. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. So you’d be better off, and the Government would be 
better off, if you could buy it directly, whatever amount it might be? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is correct. 

Mr. Cuuporr. That is all I want to ask. Mr. Lanigan has a 
question. 

Mr. Lanican. You showed usachart earlier. I wonder if you could 
give us what your estimated peaks would be on historical and also 
accelerated basis between now and 1961; that is, your annual peak ? 

Mr. THomrson. You want that year by year? 

Mr. Laniean. That is right. 

Mr. THompson. 1956 on a historical rate we expect a peak demand 
of 4,500 kilowatts. In 1957 we would expect a peak demand of 4,950; 
in 1958, 5,400; in 1959, 5,950; im 1960, 6,550; and in 1961, 7,200. 

Now on an accelerated rate of 12 percent, we would expect a peak 
in 1956 of 4,600; in 1957, of 5,150; in 1958, of 5,760; in 1959, of 6,460; 
in 1960, of 7,250; and in 1961, of 8,100. 

Mr. Lanigan. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Does anybody else have any further questions? 
Thank you, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Bropy. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to file Mr. Thompson’s statement 
in its entirety in the record. He summarized certain of the tables. I 
think it would be of value to the committee to have the tables in their 
entirety as they are set forth in his statement. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Without objection, let the entire statement be ad- 
mitted in the record. 

(The full statement with tables is printed as Mr. Thompson’s state- 
ment. 

Me Cathey Now the next witness is—what is your full name? 

Mr. Bropy. Ralph M. Brody. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Raise your right hand, please. Do you solemnly 
swear that the testimony you are about to give before this subcommittee 
shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so 
help you God? 

Mr. Bropy. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you give the reporter your full address and 
the capacity in which you are appearing here? 
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TESTIMONY OF RALPH M. BRODY, SPECIAL COUNSEL FOR THE 
CITY OF ROSEVILLE, CALIF, 


Mr. Bropy. My name is Ralph M. Brody of the law firm of Landis & 
Brody, 926 J Street, Sacramento. 

Before proceeding to my formal statement, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like, if possible, to go into a few of the matters that were brought out 
earlier on which you asked clarification. 

Before even proceeding with that I would like to elaborate perhaps 
on the answer of Senator Johnson to an inquiry that was made by 
Mr. Carlson with reference to the Nevada situation. 

As I recall Mr. Carlson’s inquiry, he asked about the obligation, legal 
or otherwise, of the State of California, or rather the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, to confine the sale of that power within the boundaries of the 
State of California, and in conjunction with the action of the Cali- 
fornia Legislature in adopting the concurrent resolutions of the 
senate and the assembly. 

I think we can’t overlook the fact that the Central Valley project 
when authorized and in all the reports of the Department of the 
Interior and of the Congress itself envisioned a service area for the 
Central Valley project within the State of California, that the water 
and power to be developed from these resources which were being 
developed in the State of California were to be first marketed, if at all 
pone, within the State itself and within the area of the project 
itself. 

The project had fairly well defined limits at that time and now 
still has as to territory and area which might be served by it. 

Now there is no discussion that I can recall in the legislative history 
of the Central Valley project with reference to marketing power or 
water elsewhere. 

You are familiar with the situation with respect to water which is 
jealously guarded in the various areas, not only of the State but within 
the project itself. I believe that the same arguments can be raised 
with respect to power and the availability of it for this State that can 
be raised with respect to water. The moral if not legal obligation is to 
dispose of it first within the boundaries of this area. 

I don’t believe that the legislature itself intended to convey the im- 
pression that there was any legal restriction with respect to market- 
ing the power elsewhere, although there may be such a question. 

The other inquiry that I was to respond to was with reference to the 
cancellation or purported cancellation of the 1945 contract of the 
city of Roseville with the Federal Government. 

Now, that cancellation, if such it was, occurred in May 1950, I 
think we have to bear in mind—it has been emphasized in testimony 
heretofore, and I think it should be emphasized again—that the city of 
Roseville from 1945 on, and perhaps prior to that time, had been hop- 
ing to get Federal power and was incurring a rather severe financial 
loss by waiting for that Federal power. 

It had under its contract awaited that power for 5 years and was 
paying considerably more for power that it was getting than it would 
have had to pay had it executed a contract with the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. and certainly more than it would have had to pay had it 
had the Federal power available. 
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But these things reach a practical end, and that was the situation 
with which Roseville was confronted in 1950. How long could it 
wait for this Federal power? And asa result, in 1950 when P. G. & E, 
came to it with this new contract, it could not economically withstand 
the pressure and it executed the contract with the P. G. & E. 

It could not also stand the financial risk of being in a position of 
being required or committed to a power supply from the P. G. & E. 
for which it must pay and at the same time being under the responsi- 
bility of accepting a power supply, a duplicate power supply, if you 
please, from the Federal Government in the event that the Federal 
Government became in a position to furnish that power pursuant to 
its contract. 

So that of necessity, with only a speculative chance from the United 
States, and at that point of time considered to be a dim one by the 
city, of getting power from the Federal Government, and the practical 
situation of obtaining the reduced rate from the P. G. & E., it of neces- 
sity indicated to the Federal Government that it wished to terminate 
its relationship under the 1945 contract. 

Another point which I was asked to elaborate on was in connection 
with the more recent attempts to arrange meetings with members of 
the secretariat of the Department of the Interior to continue our dis- 
cussions. 

In August of this year—or rather in June of this year, the 1st of 
June—the Nevada contract had expired. Intermittently between 
June 1 and August 15 the city heard, as is customary, different rum- 
blings about what was going to happen with respect to the Nevada 
contract. 

Rumors reached it to the effect that the Bureau of Reclamation 
might be contemplating a new contract with the State of Nevada. I 
say “a new contract” because the old contract had expired of its own 
terms. It could not be a renewal; it of necessity had to be a new con- 
tract. 

In order to take no chances with the situation and to certainly make 
its wishes known with respect to any deferment at least of the execu- 
tion of a new contract between the State of Nevada and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, the city wrote to the Secretary of the Interior 
and suggested that we be given an opportunity, and if necessary we 
would come to Washington, to discuss the matter with him, of a possi- 
ble supply for the city of Roseville, and asked that any decision with 
— to the execution of a contract with the State of Nevada be post- 
poned. 

At the same time and on the same day, the letter was written, to 

which Mr. Thompson referred, in which we also reiterated and for- 
mally presented our request for power even, if necessary, on a with- 
drawal basis. 
_ Now we do not have a complete record of these things available dur- 
ing the lunch hour. I will try to be as accurate as I can in presenting 
this picture, but we will ask leave to supplement this and correct it, 
if need be. 

Sometime after that, I might say simultaneously with that, we asked 
Congressman Engle and Senator Kuchel to provide some assistance in 
cbtaining a delay with respect to the Nevada contract. Whether the 
chronology is confusing here, in any event, we subsequently received a 
reply to the effect that it would not be possible to meet with Secretary 
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Seaton in Washington, that in October Assistant Secretary Aandahl, 
toward the middle or latter part, would be in California and would be 
pleased to meet with us at that time; if we wished to come back, pos- 
sibly Secretary Aandahl or Commissioner Dexheimer would be avail- 
able to meet with us. 

In the meantime, we learned that Secretary Seaton anticipated being 
in California during the first few weeks of September. Not know- 
ing his whereabouts in California or on the west coast, we then wired 
to Secretary Aandahl or to the Department and asked for a time to 
be arranged, if only brief, for us to discuss this matter with Secre- 
tary Seaton. We subsequently were informed that he was not avail- 
able; he did not have time. As I understand, at that time he was 
in Oregon with Mr. McKay. 

We then—— 

Mr. Cuuporr. May I interrupt you there? Did they tell you he 
wouldn’t be in California at all or was in California and too busy to 
see you? 

Mr. Bropy. My recollection is in all candor—it is a dim one—my 
recollection is that Secretary Seaton would not have time to meet 
a us on that trip to the west coast. That is the best of my recol- 
ection. 

Mr. Cuuporr. You can’t tell us where he was? 

Mr. Bropy. I know that he was in Medford, Oreg., I believe on 
September 12, because I believe there was a repayment contract be- 
tween an irrigation district in northern California and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior executed on that date—I beg your pardon, that 
is not correct. That contract was not executed by him. 

Mr. Cuvuvorr. The reason I asked you that question was we were 
informed he was in San Pedro, Calif.—I don’t know where San Pedro 
is, probably southern California, isn’t it?—and he was too busy at 
that time to talk to you about this problem. Do you know anything 
about his being in San Pedro? 

Mr. Bropy. I did not hear of that. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Who told you he wouldn’t be available? Where did 
you get that information ? 

Mr. Bropy. As I recall, that came from Secretary Aandahl. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Aaandahl wrote or wired you? 

Mr. Bropy. Wired. I am checking now to see whether I have that 
telegram here. 

Mr. Cuuporr. We'd like you to put all those communications in the 
record, if you have them. 

(The following communications were subsequently supplied by the 
city of Roseville :) 


COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN THE CiITy oF ROSEVILLE AND THE OFFICE or THOMAS 
H. KUCHEL IN AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER 1956 


AvuaGust 15, 1956. 
Senator THomas H. KucHet, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


We respectfully request that you strongly urge Secretary of the Interior to 
defer negotiations for and execution of a contract for electrical energy with the 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada until such time as the city of Roseville 
has had an opportunity to discuss the matter of a power supply for Roseville 
with him. 

Davin C. Koester, 
City Manager, Roseville, Calif. 
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Wasutnaton, D. C., August 17, 1956. 
Hon. Georee A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, Roseville, Calif. 


Reur telegram August 15 concerning power supply for Roseville received in 
absence of Senator Kuchel. Senator Kuchel by long-distance telephone author- 
ized me to contact Department of Interior and urge them to grant you an oppor- 
tunity to negotiate with the Department for electrical energy. This I have 
done. Commissioner Dexheimer, Bureau of Reclamation, informs me that new 
contract has not yet been signed and that he will be glad to confer with you or 
your representative on this matter here in Washington. The Commissioner has 
already directed Clyde Spencer, regional director at Sacramento, to contact you 
on this matter. This office will be glad to arrange for conference between you 
and Commissioner Dexheimer. Please advise if you desire such a conference, 
If so, I believe it should be done at an early date. 

Regards. 
Francis D. TAPPAAN, 
Legislative Assistant to Senator Thomas H. Kuchel. 


AvucustT 20, 1956. 
Senator Tuomas H. KucuHeEL, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

The following is telegram sent to Secretary Seaton. Anything you can do to 
expedite early conference will be appreciated. “The Department has indicated 
its willingness to engage in conference with city of Roseville representatives 
in Washington concerning power supply as indicated by following telegram re- 
ceived from Senator Kuchel’s office. ‘Hon. George A. Campbell, Mayor, Rose- 
ville, Calif. Your telegram August 15 concerning power supply for Roseville 
received in absence of Senator Kuchel. Senator Kuchel by long-distance tele- 
phone authorized me to contact Department of Interior and urge them to grant 
you an opportunity to negotiate with the Department for electrical energy. This 
I have done. Commissoiner Dexheimer, Bureau of Reclamation, informs me 
that new contract has not yet been signed and that he will be glad to confer with 
you or your representative on this matter here in Washington. The Commis- 
sioner has ready directed Clyde Spencer, regional director at Sacramento, to 
contact you on this matter. This office will be glad to arrange for conference be- 
tween you and Commissioner Dexheimer. Please advise if you desire such a 
conference. If so I believe it should be done at an early date. Regards, Francis 
D. Tappaan, legislative assistant to Senator Thomas H. Kuchel.’ Representa- 
tives of city ready to meet with you or your representative at your convenience. 
Will you kindly arrange time and place for said conference. Refer to my letter 
dated August 15, 1956.” 

GEORGE A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., August 27, 1956. 
Hon. GreorGe A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif.: 

Reurtel am advised by Commissioner Dexheimer that Secretary Aandahl has 
written you he plans visiting in California in October and would be glad to meet 
with you re power supply. Contract decision will not be made in near future 
and Secretary will be glad to discuss matter with you now if you wish. Please 
advise. 

WARREN B. FRANCIS, 
Executive Assistant to Senator Thomas H. Kuchel. 


Aveust 28, 1956. 
WARREN B. FRANCIS, 
Executive Assistant to Senator Kuchel, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Understand Secretary Seaton now on west coast and will be in Medford, Oreg., 


on Thursday this week. We are wiring to Assistant Secretary Aandahl request- 
ing that he arrange opportunity for us to meet with Secretary Seaton even if only 
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briefly while he is in this area. We consider this highly important. Your assist- 
ance in arranging this meeting will be greatly appreciated. We'll meet at any 
place on west coast that is convenient to Secretary Seaton. 


GrorcE A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., August 29, 1956. 
Georce A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, Roseville, Calif.: 

Aandahl communicating with Secretary reur request and will advise directly. 
If you still wish to visit Washington Aandah! will be here next month except 
for 1 week. 

WARREN B. FRANCIS, 
Ezecutive Secretary to Senator Thomas H. Kuchel. 


COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE AND THE OFFICE OF CLAIR 
ENGLE IN AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER 1956 


AvuGusT 15, 1956. 
Congressman CLAIR ENGLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


We respectfully request that you strongly urge Secretary of the Interior to 
defer negotiations for and execution of a contract for electrical energy with the 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada until such time as the city of Roseville 
has had an opportunity to discuss the matter of a power supply for Roseville 
with him. 


Mayor of the City of Roseville, 


WasHINGTON, D. C., August 16, 1956. 
Hon. Greorce A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif.: 

Your telegram of August 15 regarding Colorado River Commission contract 
arrived in temporary absence of Congressman Engle. He is expected to return 
to Washington Monday and your telegram will be brought to his immediate 
attention. 

NELDA M. Boprnea, 
Secretary to Congressman Engle. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., August 20, 1956. 
Hon. GeorGe C. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif. 


DEAR MAYOR CAMPBELL: Mr. Engle stopped briefly in Washington before setting 
out for California and read your telegram of August 15. He asked that I write 
you and tell you that he has already protested the execution of the Nevada con- 
tract, and that in addition, it is the intention of the House Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations to hold a hearing in Roseville sometime in September on the mat- 
ter, at which time the situation regarding the Nevada County contract will be 
gone into thoroughly. 

Sincerely yours, 
NELDA M. Boprne, Secretary, 
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COMMUNICATIONS BETWEEN THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE AND THE OFFICE OF FRED SEATON 
IN AUGUST AND SEPTEMBER 


City oF ROSEVILLE, 
Roseville, Calif., August 15, 1956. 
Hon. Frep SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. SEATON: This city has been attempting to obtain electrical energy 
from the Central Valley project for many years. We understand that the con- 
tract with the Colorado River Commission of Nevada has now expired and is 
under discussion for renewal or renegotiation. We strongly urge and request 
that no new contract with the Colorado River Commission of Nevada be nego- 
tiated or executed until we have had an opportunity to express our suggestions 
and views to you. We also respectfully request that you designate a time anid 
place at which city of Roseville representatives can meet with you to discuss 
the matter. 

Yours very truly, 
GeEorGE A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor of the City of Roseville. 


Aveust 20, 1956. 
Hon. FRED SEATON, 
Department of the Interior, Interior Building, Washington, D. 0.: 


The Department has indicated its willingness to engage in conference with city 
of Roseville representative in Washington concerning power supply as indicated 
by following telegram received from Senator Kuchel’s office. 


“Hon. Grorce A. CAMPBELL, 
“Mayor, Roseville, Calif.: 


“Your telegram August 15 concerning power supply for Roseville received in 
absence of Senator Kuchel. Senator Kuchel, by long-distance telephone, author- 
ized me to contact Department of the Interior and urge them to grant you an 
opportunity to negotiate with the Department for electrical energy. This I have 
done. Commissioner Dexheimer, Bureau of Reclamation, informs me that new 
contract has not yet been signed and that he will be glad to confer with you or 
your representative on this matter here in Washington, D.C. The Commissioner 
has already directed Clyde Spencer, regional director at Sacramento, to contact 
you on this matter. This office will be glad to arrange for conference between you 
and Commissioner Dexheimer. Please advise if you desire such a conference. If 
so I believe it should be done at an early date. Regards. 

“Francis D. TAPPAN, 
“Legislative Assistant to Senator Thomas H. Kuchel.” 


Representatives of city ready to meet with you or your representative at your 
convenience. Will you kindly arrange time and place for said conference. Refer to 
my letter dated August 15, 1956. 

Grorce A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville. 


WasHInoron, D. C., August 23, 1956. 
Hon. Grorer A, CAMPBELL, 
Mayor of City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif.: 

Your telegram and August 15 letter to Secretary Seaton. Commissioner Dex- 
heimer available for meeting with you in Washington. However, decisions with 
respect to allocations of Central Valley project power not expected to be made in 
the near future. I expect to be in Sacramento about middle or latter part of 
October, prior to allocation decision, and could meet with you at that time. 
Secretary Seaton not available for conference due to absence from city, advise 
as to your wishes. 

Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary, Department of the Interior. 
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SEPTEMBER 8, 1956. 
FRrep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. O.: 


Reurtel August 23, of last telegram. Assume you or your representative will 
be present at House subcommittee hearings to be held here September 24 and 25. 
Would appreciate opportunity for conference here or Sacramento day or two in 
advance of hearing. Please advise. 

Georce A. CAMPBELL, 
City of Roseville. 


Avaust 28, 1956. 
F Rep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We understand Secretary Seaton now in Oregon. Would appreciate your 
arranging opportunity for us to meet with him even if only for a brief time at 
any place on west coast convenient to him. 

GrorGe A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville. 


WasHINeaTon, D. C., September 13, 1956. 
GrorceE A. CAMPBELL, 
Mayor, City of Roseville, Calif.: 

Department representative will be present September 24 hearing. Will contact 
you when he arrives. 

Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Bropy. We will make those available. They are not all here. 
Subsequent to that time—now again chronology bothers me on this, 
I am not certain whether at the time we were attempting to meet 
with Secretary Seaton—the time for these hearings you are holding 
today had been announced. 

Later on and more recently—in all fairness I must say only within 
the last week or 10 days because we had been confused about the 
various arrangements or attempting to have meetings—we wired to 
Secretary Aandahl and asked, if he were going to attend these hear- 
ings, that we be given an audience with him in advance of the hearings 
this last week. 

We received a response to the effect that Secretary Aandahl would 
not be here, that his representative would, and that they would con- 
tact us on their arrival. On Saturday, Mr. Bennett contacted the 
mayor and we had a brief meeting with him. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Did he promise you any power ? 

Mr. Bropy. No. 

Members of the subcommittee here present have listened patiently 
to the needs of the city of Roseville, a history of its attempts to obtain 
power from the Central Valley project, and a statement showing the 
availability of power. I wish, in my statement, to point out the incon- 
sistency of the Department of the Interior’s position in this instance 
of refusing to make power available to the city of Roseville with its 
announced policy elsewhere throughout the Nation. 

Previous witnesses testified that the prime reasons given for the 
refusal to furnish Roseville with power have been the existence of the 
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Nevada contract and the lack of sufficient power, ostensibly arising 
out of the fact that future demands of other preference customers 
might consume the additional power now available. In addition, it 
has been stated that the Department of the Interior does not wish to 
contract with the city of Roseville with a withdrawal privilege for the 
reason that it leaves the city in a precarious position, a concern for 
which the city is grateful, but which it does not share. We feel that 
once the Department has pointed out the implications of the with- 
drawal right its responsibility ends and it becomes a decision for the 
city of Roseville to make. I might also add that this concern is not 
one which seems to have deterred the Department in the formulation 
and expression of its policies elsewhere. 

We respectfully submit that the city is fully aware of all of the 
implications of such a proposal, but is willing to take the oe 
risk involved, if any there be. We consider it to be a calculated ris 
and, in view of the testimony presented and to be presented during 
these hearings, a small one. 

This concern of the Department over the possible withdrawal of 
power from the city of Roseville and its concern with respect to the 
possible future needs of other preference customers in the area of the 
Central Valley project is difficult to reconcile with the attitude dis- 
played by that Department in other areas of the country. For ex- 
ample, no such concern was expressed in the now-famous memorandum 
from the then Solicitor, and now Under Secretary of the Interior, 
Mr. Clarence Davis, to Assistant Secretary Aandahl. This memo- 
randum is printed as appendix II, item 7, of the 18th Intermediate 
Report of the Committee on Government Operations. In referring 
to a proposal of the Georgia Power Co., a private utility, to purchase 
all public power available in the State of Georgia from the Clark 
Hill project, Mr. Davis stated—and I quote: 

* * * the previous Secretary objected to it most strenuously on the ground 
that it did not provide for the Government to take care of these preference cus- 
tomers in the future as their loads grew and left them at the mercy of the 
Georgia Power Co. as their loads increased. This, of course, was an assertion 
of the Federal Government “utility responsibility” for the area, which is not in 
harmony with the policy of the present administration, which has repeatedly 
denied that the Federal Government expected to go into the power business 
or continue to build unlimited facilities for the growing needs of any area, 


unless those needs could be met by hydroelectric power which the Government 
was authorized to produce in the course of its proper Federal functions. 


That is the end of the quote. 

Again, in testimony before a subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary presented on January 21, 1954, Mr. Davis posed, in 
somewhat rhetorical fashion, the following questions—these are Mr. 
Davis’ questions : 


Suppose again that our Federal plant generates 100,000 kilowatts and our 
preference customers within a reasonable market area (whatever that might be 
determined to be from an engineering standpoint) use only 50,000 kilowatts. 
What are the obligations of the Government with reference to the remaining 
50,000 kilowatts? Should that energy be sold to nonpreference customers for the 
sake of increasing the Government’s income and, therefore, facilitating the 
liquidation of the cost of the project, or should the Government hold that 50,000 
kilowatts in reserve for the benefit of the expected future growth of its present 
preference customers? * * * 


Now, in that instance Mr. Davis was concerned with the fact that 
where you might be holding or might be in a position to hold power for 
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future growth of present preference customers, it should be turned over 
to the private utilities for use until the load growth of the preference 
customers increased in order to provide a return to the Federal 
Treasury. 

Certainly in the present case of Roseville you have a greater justifica- 
tion and greater need and greater obligation to make that same kind 
of power available to a preference customer, not a private utility, but 
to a preference customer, at least as we have suggested on a withdrawal 
basis until those preference customers which are committed—to which 
the power is committed—are in a position to need and demand it. 

In this connection I might point out, as Mr. Thompson has testified, 
that the return to the Treasury that Mr. Davis was referring to in this 
instance between now and 1961 would be in the neighborhood of 
$50,000; but whatever it might be, there is no question that under the 
existing situation it would be greater if the city of Roseville acquired 
that power than if it were continued to be furnished as it now is to the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

I might add, according to the figures that Mr. Thompson gave me, 
that between now and 1961 this represents a total of something like 
better than a half million dollars to the city of Roseville. 

Again, the power marketing criteria formulated for and publicized 
with respect to the Missouri Basin project also repudiated this concept 
which Mr. Davis identified as “utility responsibility” with respect to 
the Federal Government. It is stated there, I quote again: 

In the application of this criteria, it must be recognized that the Federal 
Government does not assume a “utility” responsibility * * *. 

Now, as I understand all these statements about utility responsi- 
bility, they mean that the position of the Department of the Interior 
is that you furnish your power to preference customers as long as you 
are able and on the best basis that you can, best prognostication you can 
presently make at the time of contracting with respect to the present 
and immediately future needs of your preference customers, and that 
the Federal Government has no responsibility to assure your existing 
preference customers of continued service in the future either as to 
greater needs or as to their existing needs. 

We most definitely agree, and we assume that this committee does 
also, with Mr. Davis’ position and the avowed policy of the Depart- 
ment, that the Government should not assume utility responsibility 
with respect to the marketing of public power. In fact, to the best of 
our knowledge the Department of the Interior has never assumed that 
type of responsibility until the present time. But this announced 
policy of the present administration of the Department of the Interior 
most certainly is not being adhered to with respect to Roseville. In 
this instance it is stated by the Department that, although power is 
available and a preference customer is asking for it for immediate 
needs, it must be refused in order to hold it for future increase in the 
demands of another preference customer or must be held for a customer 
not able to utilize it. 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to reconcile with the declared policy 
described by Mr. Davis the fact that the Department of the Interior 
refuses to contract with the city of Roseville on the ground that it must 
reserve or commit power from the Central Valley project to its exist- 
ing preference customers who do not immediately need it. It is, 
furthermore, most flagrantly violative of the policy and, more im- 
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portant, of the preference clause for the Department, to commit 33,000 
kilowatts of power to the State of Nevada which obviously cannot 
receive it, anid thereby make it available to a private utility. 

The fact that the Department of the Interior is reluctant to con- 
tract on a withdrawal basis with the city of Roseville for the reason 
that it may find itself in a position to be required to withdraw the 
power is likewise difficult to reconcile with what the Department 
states its policy to be and gives rise to an implication of geographical 
solicitude for certain areas which is impossible to understand or 
defend. On the one hand, the Department apparently takes the 
position in Georgia that growing needs of preference customers must 
not be anticipated and presently available power not immediately 
needed diate! be marketed to a private utility. On the other hand, 
that same Department apparently finds it convenient and useful to 
adopt “utility responsibility” in the Central Valley project where 
there is a potential preference customer that wishes to contract for 
the public power available and there are existing preference cus- 
tomers whose future needs conceivably could be anticipated. If com- 
mitted to preference customers for future needs, the Central Valley 
project power here involved will, in the interim, go to the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. It is interesting to note that while the policies 
are different in the two areas the result is the same. The power 
goes to the private utility. 

How real is this worry for the future needs of existing preference 
customers, particularly in view of the vociferous reluctance on the 
part of the Department of the Interior to assume “utility responsi- 
bility”? It is strange that it was not until the city of Roseville 
requested a contract that the Department of the Interior transmitted 
requests to its other existing preference customers to determine 
whether they would need the power in the future. 

Now the answer might be given to that point that it was not until 
July—or June that the dependable capacity of the project had 
increased from 300,000 to 450,000 kilowatts. 

On the other hand, it was anticipated and it was recognized that 
at one point of time or another that capacity would increase and 
reldtively soon, so that if they were concerned about the future needs 
of their existing preference customers, it would seem that in advance 
of that period of time there would have been some inquiry made to 
their existing customers. 

This is not an area in which there is no other power available to 
cover future growth loads of contractors with the United States. 
The largest preference customer that is under contract for Central 
Valley project power is the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
which has outstanding a contract with Pacific Gas & Electric Co., to 
cover increases in need beyond which the United States will be unable 
to supply from public power. Ames Laboratory, another large 
preference customer, has a similar contract with the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. In addition, it is our understanding that the Bureau 
of Reclamation has either directly contacted the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., or has requested its present preference customers to do so, to 
ascertain whether it, the company, would satisfy those needs beyond 
the amounts which the Government will not be able to furnish. It 
should not be necessary to point out that no power consumer in this 
area will go without power if the United States is not able to meet 
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future needs for, as a public utility, the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
would be required to meet those needs. 

The real question is, or real fact is that you have a certain amount 
of public power here available which should be distributed and 
made available to your public agencies preference customers rather 
than turn it over to a private utility to be sold back to the same 
preference customers. 

This boils down, then, not to a question of whether existing prefer- 
ence customers will be without additional power at all but, rather, 
whether the United States should satisfy the entire needs, present and 
future of a few, or the present needs of all desiring and able to receive 
the low cost, public power available. It would seem, and certainly 
avowed departmental policy appears to agree, that all preference cus- 
tomers within the service area of the Federal project should have 
their present needs satisfied before commitments are made to others 
for remote future needs. Further than that, it would also seem that 
before power is contracted to a customer who is not able to utilize it, 
such as in the Nevada situation, that energy should be made available 
to a preference customer that immediately can do so. 

Reference has been made by me and by others to the so-called 
Nevada contract. It should be emphasized that Nevada’s use of this 
energy is dependent upon wheeling by private utilities. It is hardly 
likely that the utilities will be inclined to agree to do so, that is to 
wheel, in view of the fact that resolutions have been adopted by the 
California Legislature censuring the exportation of this needed power 
from the State of California, and exhorting those utilities not to wheel 
that power. Indeed, the Nevada contract was executed in 1952, as 
Congressmen Engle and Moss pointed out earlier, and to date there has 
been no wheeling. More realistically, there certainly is no incentive to 
the utility to wheel when simply by refusing to do so, it acquires the 
use of the power which it is asked to wheel. 

You are aware of the fact that the city of Roseville at one time had a 
contract with the Federal Government for Central Valley project 
power, a contract under which it received no power. The circum- 
stances surrounding the inability of Roseville to obtain power under 
that contract and those surrounding its present lack of success in se- 
curing a public power supply could e viewed as falling into a pattern, 

In 1945, Roseville executed its contract with the United States, 
Largely through the persuasive powers of Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
no funds were appropriated for the necessary transmission lines. Sub- 
serrnen Pacific Gas & Klectric Co., was asked to wheel power to the 
city. This was refused. As a result of these circumstances, it be- 
came necessary for Roseville to commit itself to Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., under a 5-year contract. Less than a year after the execution of 
that contract, P. G. & E. agreed to wheel Federal power until 1961, 
Roseville, being committed for 5 years to the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., was unable at that point of time to avail itself of the Federal 
power through wheeling. 

Now Roseville’s contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co, has 
expired, Wheeling is available and power is available, but a delay 
is occasioned in the matter of contracting between the United States 
and Roseville. If Federal power is not Farnished to Roseville in the 
near future, it is obvious that the city must again contract with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and, consequently, tie its hands for another 
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5 to 7 years, during which time an offer of power probably will come to 
Roseville, but, because of its commitment to Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
it will not be in a position to utilize it. 

So that by marvelous coincident the kind of contract that has been 
offered by the P. G. & E. to the municipalities carries the period of time 
during which they would be furnished with power from the P. G. & E. 
to about a year or two beyond the time in which the preference con- 
tracts now in existence expire and beyond the time at which the 
P. G. & E. wheeling contracts and contracts with the Federal Bureau 
of—pardon me—Interior, will expire, so that you will have a new 
adjustment in 1961 presumably of the preference contracts and of the 
wheeling contract. 

Power conceivably might be in a position to be offered to the munici- 
palities at that time, but they will then be—nine, as I understand it, 
now are under contract with P. G. & E. and will be for a few years 
after 1961. 

If Roseville were to execute its contract at the present time with 
P. G. & E. it would be carried beyond that point and be committed. 

This city has been to some extent plagued with the statement that 
well, the Bureau of Reclamation offered you power in 1951 I believe it 
was, after the wheeling contract was put into effect. But what was 
the situation at that time? We already had our contract with P. G. 
& E. for a year; it would have required anticipating 4 years in ad- 
vance what the situation was going to be, with respect to the Federal 
power situation and Roseville’s own situation. 

It was in no position to commit itself to Federal power at that time. 
It could not have executed a contract with the Federal Government 
except for some remote time in the future and that is what we are 
fearful of happening again in 1961. 

We are not prepared at this time to concur in the suggestions from 
some that the refusal of the Department of the Interior to contract 
with Roseville is the result of a desire upon the part of the Depart- 
ment and an arrangement on its part with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
to force Roseville into a contract with that company. We do not 
believe that the officials of Interior would resort to that type of tactic. 

Nevertheless, viewing the situation in the light of all of the oc- 
currences, at times it is difficult to retain our faith. The facts and the 
figures do exist. There are 450,000 kilowatts of dependable energy 
now generated by the Central Valley project. According to Bureau 
of Reclamation figures, present commitments of the Government 
amount now to only 379,000 kilowatts. This leaves available at least 
71,000 kilowatts. This power now goes to the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., a nonpreference customer. Roseville is a preference customer. 
It has indicated that it wants only 10,000 kilowatts of this amount. 
It has stated that it wants firm power, but that it is willing to accept 
the power on a withdrawal basis. Under this set of circumstances, we 
feel that we are entitled to it as a preference customer. So far we 
have been unable to obtain it. We hope that we will—and soon. 
We are hopeful that, at least, the Department of the Interior will 
practice for tae city of Roseville what Under Secretary of the Interior 
Davis preaches for the State of Georgia and that Roseville will be 
able to obtain its fair share of Federal power. 

Now, Roseville had its request in for additional power as early as 
November of 1955, I believe testimony here has indicated. It would 
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seem that as soon as the capacity, dependable capacity of the project 
reached 450,000 kilowatts in June of this year, there immediately 
should have been at least 10,000 kilowatts of power available to the 
city of Roseville. 

Now, if we contract for power on a withdrawal basis, the practical 
effect on the utilization of that power is actually not 10,000 kilowatts 
because we are thinking here in terms of what happens between now 
and 1961. It isn’t some figure with respect to the remote future. All 
of these things are going to have to be readjusted in 1961 when the 
contracts expire. 

Mr. Thompson showed you just a few moments ago that the figure 
ranges between 5,000 and 9,000 kilowatts between now and 1961. Ona 
withdrawal basis, it would mean that there is no commitment any 
greater _— the part of the Bureau of Reclamation for 5,000 kilo- 
watts as the figure he more precisely gave you for the year 1956 and 
progressively becoming somewhat greater between now and 1961. 

At least, if some measure of this power were made available to the 
city of Roseville between now and the date I last mentioned, it might 
be in a position to retrieve some of the financial loss that is incurred 
since 1945 and perhaps before while waiting for Federal power. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Brody, before we go into the questioning, I 
simply want to say to you that you certainly deserve a lot of credit 
and commendation for the very fine way in which you stated the city of 
Roseville’s case. I, for one—this is my own personal feeling—feel 
that in your very logical argument you hit the nail right on the head, 
and I feel that the Department of the Interior will have to do some 
pretty good explaining to me to make me think otherwise. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Lanigan ? 

Mr. Laniean. Well, I had one question regarding this rate at which 
the P. G. & E. obtains the power. y think there may be some confusion 
on that and I assume you are somewhat familiar with the contract 
between the Bureau of Reclamation and P. G. & E. 

Mr. Bropy. Roughly so. 

Mr. Lanigan. There has been a statement that P. G. & E. gets the 
power at dump rates. I was wondering if you have information that 
might clarify the point as to what power P. G. & E. gets at dump rates 
and what power they pay more than dump rates for. Maybe we 
should use the terms nondependable and dependable. 

Mr. Cuuporr. That is all right for your fancy way of speaking; you 
fellows are technicians. I would rather hear it in plain ordinary lan- 
guage of dump rates. I think I understand it better. 

Mr. Bropy. I think that Bureau witnesses would probably be in a 
better position to answer that question than I. I do want to point this 
one fact out though, in relating back to Mr. Thompson’s statement, 
that in his table what he identified as available power, that is under 
the heading “Available” for the respective years which was set forth 
in his statement, represents the difference between the contractual 
commitments of the Department of the Interior and the 450,000 kilo- 
watts of dependable supply. 

When the Bureau of Reclamation executed its contract with the Pa- 
cific Gas & Electric Co., it in effect identified a certain block of power 
which originally was 300,000 kilowatts and which subsequently was 
hiked to 450,000 kilowatts as a firm supply of power which the Federal 





‘OMERS 


project 
diately 
to the 


‘actical 
lowatts 
2n Now 


>, All 
en the 


figure 
Ona 
nt an 
0 kilo. 
56 and 
61. 
to the 
might 
curred 
r. 


‘ing, I 
credit 
city of 
y—feel 
» head, 
» some 


which 
fusion 
ntract 


ats the 
n that 


p rates 
be we 


2; you 
*y lan- 


ein a 
nt this 
ement, 
under 
. forth 
actual 
0 kilo- 


he Pa- 
power 
y was 
ederal 


AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 71 


Government intended to and would have available to it to furnish to 
preference customers. 

Now, whether in point of fact you call it ara a power or 
not, that in fact what is being served to P. G. & E. by virtue of the 
difference between what is committed to these public agencies and what 
is actually available as 450,000 is not nondependable power; it is firm 
power. 

That same power if it were being furnished to preference customers 
would be classified as firm power. 

Now, as to the rate which is specifically charged to Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. for that power, I am not equipped to answer. 

Mr. Lanican. Can you just summarize the circumstances in the 
history of how the dependable firm power was increased from 300,000 
to 450,000 2 

Mr. Bropy. Yes, to some extent I can. It was based upon in the 
contract itself, on the physical fact of the first filling of Shasta and 
Folsom Reservoirs and when they reached their capacity, the depend- 
able capacity under the agreement was to jump within 30 days to 
450,000 kilowatts. 

Now early in the spring of 1955, 1956 I should say, it was not antict- 

ated that Folsom and Shasta would fill. As I understand it, this 
jump to 450,000 came much sooner than the Bureau of Reclamation 
anticipated. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you explain perhaps a little more concerning 
the relationship between Shasta and Folsom and the periods in which 
they were constructed? You say Shasta and Folsom filled 

Mr. Bropy. Shasta was in existence some time, must have been in 
operation for several years now, good may years now. Folsom was 
recently—power facilities were recently installed and was in a position 
to deliver power only this last year, and firming up on the two and 
integration of the two reservoirs made it possible to increase the de- 
pendable capacity of the entire project supply. 

Mr. Lantcan. That was done by revision of the contract between 
the Bureau of Reclamation and Pacific Gas & Electric Co., is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Bropy. Yes. 

Mr. Laniean. That is all I have. Well, Mr. Moss has asked for 
a little more clarification on that. Could you tell us the sequence of 
the contracts in which the 300,000 kilowatts of firm power was raised 
to 450,000 and also the sequence of events which led to it? 

Mr. Bropy. I am afraid I am not familiar enough with the chro- 
nology to present it in any precise or accurate form. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Brody, my interest is whether the term revision of 
the contract was proper. I believe that the contract provided that 
when the two dams filled and they were able to deliver firm power, the 
increase would take place, and therefore, it was a condition of the con- 
tract rather than a revision of the contract. 

Mr. Bropy. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. That brought it about. 

Mr. Bropy. That is correct. 

Mr. Moss. That could have been anticipated at any time that the res- 
ervoirs filled ? 

Mr. Bropy. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Carlson, do you have some questions? 
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Mr. Cartson. Yes, sir. Mr. Brody, in speaking of the cancellation 
of the 1945 contract, you made the statement, “if such it was.” Im- 
plicit in that statement seems to be a suggestion that it never was 
canceled. 

Mr. Bropvy. I did make that statement, and I still have some doubts 
as to the efficacy of that cancellation. However, I feel that the ques- 
tion is moot at the present time by virtue of the fact that the 1945 
contract would have expired by now in any event. 

Mr. Caruson. You are familiar with the basis for establishing the 
rate schedule set forth in that contract, are you not? 

Mr. Bropy. In the Roseville contract? 

Mr. Caruson. Yes. 

Mr. Bropy. Vaguely so. 

_ Mr. Cartson. Included among the provisions for establishing the 
rate base, was a provision which permitted the city of Roseville to 
charge a certain amount off to maintenance of its system, and $10,000 
for administration, and the amount of tax money that would have been 
paid on the same sized investment by a private utility, which Mr. 
Lanigan figured out last year on $250,000 at $1.32 per hundred would 
run $3,300 per year. - Mr. Chudoff pointed out that assessed valuation 
probably would run one-third to one-half the actual value and the tax 
payment would probably then be something over $1,000 then there 
was another provision, was there not, that provided for the return into 
the general fund in accordance with a sliding scale of certain sur- 
pluses? 

Mr. Brovy. Yes. 

_ Mr. Cartson. Do you have any concept of how much money might 
have been paid into the coffers of the city of Roseville in accordance 
with those provisions had the contract been executed ? 

Mr. Bropy. I do not have that information. Perhaps Mr. Thomp- 
son would be in a position to furnish that information to you. We 
can make it available to you. We do not have it here. 

Mr. Cartson. Could that be made available for the record ? 

Mr. Cuuporr. Surely. I think it ought to be in the record, Mr. 
Carlson, I think it very important to get it in the record. Get it and 
send it along with the other things you are going to send us. 

Mr. Carson. The reason I ask is that last year Mr. Koester made 
the statement that during that current fiscal year approximately $120,- 
000 would be contributed to the operation of general city functions. 
My question was directed to making a comparison with what might 
have accrued to the city under the terms of the original contract. My 
feeling is that it would be considerably less than that. I don’t know. 

Mr. Bropy. The benefit to the city, ultimate benefit to the city, 
would have been the same, irrespective, it seems to me, as to whether 
you apply that in terms of reduced rates to the consumers or whether 
you put it into the Federal Treasury, or rather the city treasury, and 
used it for other municipal purposes. 

In fact, that was one of the—I recall having participated in some 
of the discussions at the time the 1945 contract was executed, and 
that was one of the arguments used on both sides. Rather, on the 
one hand one group said, “Well, ultimately the city of Roseville is 
going to get this benefit irrespective of whether you put it in the gen- 
eral fund or put it into the power fund and irrespective of whether 
you reduce the rates to consumers or in effect you reduce taxes in the 
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area, in the city.” But the lower power rates, depending on how they 
are utilized, are reduced rates to the city without respect to how they 
are utilized, and this does then provide that financial benefit to the 
city itself. I don’t know whether I make my point clear. 

Mr. Cartson. If the amount payable into the general fund had been 
less than this amount, if the contract had been in effect, the difference 
then would have been made up by higher taxes to the residents of Rose- 
ville for supporting the functions that would otherwise have come out 
of that general fund. 

Mr. Bropy. That is correct, but by the same token those same people 
would have had a reduced power rate within the city for that to com- 
pensate. Perhaps not the same people in all instances. 

Mr. Cartson. That would make higher taxes more palatable to 
them; is that it? 

Mr. Bropy. Perhaps so. 

Mr. Cartson. On page 6 of your statement you said this: 

This boils down, then, not to a question of whether existing preference cus- 
tomers will be without additional power at all but, rather, whether the United 
States should satisfy the entire needs, present and future of a few, or the present 
needs of all desiring and able to receive the low cost, public power available. 

You don’t make any distinction between preference customers as to 
their entitlement to Federal power? As between municipalities and 
Federal agencies, for example ? 

Mr. Bropy. My own feeling on that score is that in view of the lan- 
guage of the preference clause itself there is considerable doubt, in 
view of the rather specific language in the 1939 act at least, as to 
whether Government agencies are entitled to a preference above or on 
a par with that of municipalities. 

The language as used in the act refers specifically to municipalities, 
cooperatives, and other public agencies; and to my notion on the basis 
of the canons of interpretation that would mean other public agencies 
of the same character. 

I am not urging that at this particular point of time. I think there 
is a strong basis for arguing that Government agencies perhaps do not 
fall within the same preference category that do the municipalities. 

Mr. Cartson. You mean they do not fall within the same prefer- 
ence category ? 

Mr. Bropy. Or perhaps not in the preference category at all. 

Mr. Cartson. Or not in a preference category. It is conceivable 
that, if the preference customers other than Federal agencies used the 
total available power from the Central Valley project, for example, 
the Federal Government might be put in a position of selling its power 
to municipalities, cooperatives, and the like, then having to go back 
into the market and buy power to use for these Federal agencies to 
—— that power sold to other preference customers? 

fr. Bropy. That might be thecase. I was attempting to state what 
I believe Congress in its wisdom had stated with respect to the matter. 
With respect to the policy or moral implications involved, I express 
no judgment at this particular point of time. 

I agree that result may be forthcoming if what I was suggesting as 
a possible interpretation were to follow; but, by the same token, these 
Federal agencies or—yes, the Federal agencies—might be acquiring 
their power from the public agencies which had received the public 
power and obtain the benefits of it in one way or another. 
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Mr. Cuvuporr. I don’t think you’d get very far with that argument 
in court. It isa nice legal point that you ask. 

Mr. Carison. What is your opinion with regard to the common- 
sense of such a course of action on the part of the Federal Govern- 
ment, that is, disposing of the power to preference customers other 
than Federal agencies and having.to buy power from private utilities 
to supply the needs of those Federal agencies ? 

Mr. Bropy. That opens an avenue to a lot of speculation and rami- 
fications for this reason. For example, I understand that Ames Lab- 
oratory.is considered to be a Federal agency for the purposes of pref- 
erence contracting. On the other hand, there are many private cor- 
porations which apply to Ames Laboratory for testing and in reality 
the benefit of that power really comes to the private corporation which 
is not a Federal agency but may be doing Federal work. But then 
there is a query as to whether the benefit ultimately rebounds to the 
Federal Government. That is one aspect of the thing. 

Now you could go to the other extreme of your purely Federal 
agency. There may be merit to the contention that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should not pay more than the public agencies for the power 
which it generates, but again I say that I was expounding what I con- 
sider to be the existing law on the matter. I am not equipped, I think, 
to say what I think should be, at the present time. I think there are 
a lot of arguments on both sides. 

Mr. Caruson. On page 7 of your statement you said: 

In 1945, Roseville, executed its contract with the United States. Largely 


through the persuasive powers of Pacific Gas & Electric Co., no funds were 
appropriated for the necessary transmission lines. 


Would you identify the expression of those persuasive powers ? 

Mr. Bropy. Yes. As I recall, President Black of the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. gave rather extended testimony in opposition to the 
appropriation of funds for the construction of transmission lines 
which would have made power available to public agencies in the 
Central Valley project. 

There is no question—I think it is paar conceded everywhere 


that his testimony carried a great dea 
tees of the Congress in that connection. 

I might add that, as I recall, at that time, when he was opposing 
the appropriations for transmission lines, President Black at the 
same time indicated that they probably would be willing to wheel 
to the city of Roseville and others. But subsequently they changed 
their minds and again, 1951 or thereabouts, changed their mind back 
to their original statement. 

But at any rate during the time when Roseville had its contract with 
the Federal Government and was in a position to receive the power, 
P. G. & E. opposed transmission lines and in appropriation hearings, 
and refused to wheel to Roseville. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Well, I think that a lot of factors contributed to 
the Pacific Gas & Electrie’s change of mind. First of all, there was 
some change in regulations, I think everybody agrees that in our 
hearings in San Francisco we made out a very strong case that the 
change in regulations in 1950 had an effect on the position of the 
company, 

They were able to get the regulations changed in 1954 to eliminate 
wheeling requirements. . I. want to say this to you, that I can’t 


of weight before the commit- 
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criticize them for it. They are a private utility, and they want to 
get all they can. I don’t think that you can say that because they 
changed their mind, they had no right to do so. 

But I think that what made them change their mind again in 1954 
was definitely, No. 1, the change of administration; No. 2, the fact 
they were so instrumental in writing the change of regulations which 
benefited them and made it worth their while to change their mind. 

Mr. Bropy. I believe there are very practical considerations in all of 
these things, and that was one of the considerations of a practical na- 
ture which prompted Roseville, for example, to terminate its relation- 
ship with the Federal Government and to contract with P. G. & E. for 
a 5-year period. 

Mr. Cartson. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Moss? 

Mr. Moss. I have no questions. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. We have no further questions. 

Mr. Bropy. That concludes the testimony for the city of Roseville. 
I’d like to ask leave to make a statement at a later time in the event 
points arise we might wish to respond to. 

Mr. Cuuporr. If any question comes up that you take issue with, 
we will certainly give you an opportunity to answer that question, if 
it is a question of fact. 

Mr. Bropy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I want to say this, that I want to compliment the city 
officials of Roseville, all of the officials and their counsel, for the very 
fine and dignified way they presented the problem to us. I assure you 
we certainly do understand the problem now, perhaps far more than 
we understood it before we heard what you had to say. 

Mr. Bropy. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Our next witness is Mr. C. H. Spencer, regional direc- 
tor of the Bureau of Reclamation. Mr. Spencer, do you have a pre- 
pared statement ? 

Mr. Spencer. I do not. Mr. Bennett has the prepared statement 
for the Department. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Spencer, would you raise your right hand, please ? 
First of all, what is your full name? 

Mr. Srencer. Clyde H. Spencer. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Spencer, do you solemnly swear the testimony 
you are about to give before this subcommittee shall be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Srencer. I swear. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you give the reporter your full address and 
your capacity here today ¢ 


TESTIMONY OF CLYDE H. SPENCER, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION ; ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE ANTHONY, CHIEF 
OF POWER OPERATIONS, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Spencer. My nameis Clyde H. Spencer. Iam regional director 
for the Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, post-office box 2511. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Lanigan, do you have any questions to ask Mr. 
Spencer ? 

Mr. Laniean. Yes; I wonder if you could tell us—— 

Mr. Cuuporr. Will you yield for a minute? Do you have any state- 
ment vou want to make before Mr. Lanigan goes into questioning? Or 
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do you want just to answer questions Mr. Lanigan has to ask of you? 

Mr. Spencer. I have no statement at this time. Mr. Bennett has a 
prepared statement for the Department. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Will you proceed, Mr. Lanigan ? 

Mr. Lanican. Could you tell us what authority you have with re- 
spect to signing contracts for the sale of power from the Central Valley 

roject ? 

" Mr. Spencer. The only power I have is delegated from the Secre- 
tary, and it is limited to delegation to sign contracts approved by the 
Department. ; 

Mr. Lanican. In other words, every contract that you sign has to 
have approval at a higher level; is that correct? 

Mr. Spencer. Not every contract, but every contract for the sale of 

ower. 
" Mr. Lanican. Has that been the scope of your authority ever since 
you have been in the region ? 

Mr. Spencer. It has. 

Mr. Lanican. Have you considered the needs and made projections 
of the needs of the various customers of the Central Valley project for 

the duration of the contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.? 

Mr. Spencer. We have. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you tell us briefly what you have figured ? 

Mr. Spencer. We have a table 3 which is part of Mr. Bennett’s state- 
ment which gives the present contract rate of delivery, and the re- 
quested, and the contractors’ load estimates to the year 1960. 

Mr. Laniaan. Now, where you have the contractors’ estimated load, 
loads estimated for the year 1960, I notice that you have certain esti- 
mates, for example Sacramento Municipal Utility District, at 310,000 
kilowatts, and the Ames Laboratory at 200,000 kilowatts. What type 
of contract do you have with the Sacramento Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict at the present time? 

Mr. Spencer. We have a contract for a maximum of 290,000 kilo- 
watts. 

Mr. Lantean. Do you know whether the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District has any backup arrangements to obtain power after 
it obtains the 290,000 from the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Sprencer. Yes; I do. They have an alternate supply from 
P. G. & E. 

Mr. Lantean. And what about the Ames Laboratory ? 

Mr. Srencer. They also have an alternate source from P. G. & E. 

Mr. Lanican. In recent months has the Bureau of Reclamation 
written any letters to various contractors indicating that the Bureau 
would require them to obtain backup for past the contract rates in the 
present contracts ? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes; we did. 

Mr. Lantean. Could you tell us what has been done in that respect? 

Mr. Spencer. We have contacted all of our present customers and 
asked them to get an alternate source and to give us their load growth 
with the idea of amending present contracts. 

Mr. Lanican. When you say you have asked them to get an alternate 
source, you mean a source after they reach their contract demand; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Srencer. It was part of a letter in which we asked them for 
their anticipated load growth and to give us a firm figure which they 
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would amend their present contracts and agree to pay the minimum 
and other rate provisions in an amended contract. 

Mr. Lanican. Can you supply copies of those letters for the record 
of the committee ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; I can. 

Mr. Laniean. I notice that for the year 1960 the contractors’ load 
estimates are 606,942 kilowatts. That is considerably in excess of the 
450,000 kilowatts that are available under the existing contract with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.; is it not? 

Mr. Spencer. That is very much so. 

Mr. Lanican. What attempts have been made to decide what power 
will be allocated to the various potential customers? 

Mr. Srencer. Various load growths have been studied, and the 
presentation by the agencies has been forwarded into Washington. I 
understand it is now before the Department. 

Mr. Lanican. When were the records forwarded into Washington? 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t recall the exact date, but sometime in August. 
We did not ask for the load growth until—or gave them a deadline 
of July 15. Some of them did not make the deadline, so it was some- 
time early August before we got all the replies. 

Mr. Lanican. Did the local office of the Bureau of Reclamation 
make any analysis of the situation in August to accompany the records 
which were sent back? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; we did. 

Mr. Lantcan. Was that made in a memorandum of August 3, 1956, 
or approximately that date? 

Mr. Spencer. I do not have the memorandum here, so I can’t tell 
you whether that is the exact date or not, but it was early in August. 

Mr. Lantean. Can you tell us what the recommendations of the 
local office of the Bureau of Reclamation were? 

Mr. Spencer. Not without having the memorandum before me. 
There were quite a few figures in it. 

a Laniegan. Do you have a copy of the memorandum in your 
office ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Lantean. Could you bring a copy of that memorandum to the 
subecmmittee tomorrow ? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes; I can. 

Mr. Lanican. Will you do that and submit it for the record? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, can you tell us what the amount of firm power 
was that was sold to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. in the last year 
for which you have kept a record and how much was sold to preference 
customers ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; we will have to supply that for the record, too. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, what type of information have you brought 
with you upon which we might ask some factual questions ? 

Mr. Spencer. This table 3. 

Mr. Lanican. That is the extent of the information you have with 
you at the present time? 

Mr. Spencer. And table 2, which gives the Bureau of Reclamation 
power contracts and the date of the contract, and May 24 letter from 
the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics to the Secretary of 
Interior asking for another 100,000 kilowatts of firm power. And 
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August 15 letter from executive officer of the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics, and copies of the contract and the amendment 
to the contract with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for the sale and inter- 
change of electric power and energy. 

Mr. Laniean. That is the extent of the records you have available 
at this time? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. 

Mr. Lanican. I wonder, if I asked you some questions, if you could 
make notations and return with some information on the subject mat- 
ters tomorrow. First, I asked you how much firm power was sold to 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. in the last year for which you have a 
record, and how much was sold to preference customers. I am speak- 
ing now in terms of kilowatt-hours, and the same for nondependable 

ower. 
é And I wonder if you could tell us how much the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. is paying for the 33,000 kilowatts of unused Nevada 
ower ? 
: Mr. Spencer. Yes; I can tell you that that is the regular R2F 
schedule, same as Roseville would pay for it except we do not pay 
back to P. G. & E. any wheeling charge for it. 

Mr. Laniean. Is there any allowance made for the size of the load ? 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t know as I understand that question. 

Mr. Lanican. What I meant is, Do you have a lower rate where a 
customer takes a larger number of kilowatts or larger number of 
kilowatt-hours, is there any breaking point at which the price drops? 

Mr. Cuuporr. You know what Mr. Lanigan is driving at. You 
have heard of cheaper by the dozen ? 

Mr. Spencer. I know, but this R2F has the various rate schedules 
for the different classes, for the first so many kilowatts, and second, and 
I think that is in the R2F rate. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you submit a copy of the R2F rate for the 
record and briefly outline how the R2F rate works to the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Srencer. Why yes, but the rate is in the P. G. & E. contract 
which you have with you and I can read it from here, right here, if you 
want it. 

Mr. Lanican. I know we have it. I was wondering if you could 
explain it for the record and for the members of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Spencer. Well, the contractor pays a demand charge for firm 
capacity at 75 cents per month per kilowatt. And then he pays, on 
the basis of the first 130 kilowatts per month, a certain rate, and then 
the next 

Mr. Lanitcan. What is that rate? 

Mr. Srencer. Four mills. 

Mr. Lanican. Will you continue, please ? 

Mr. Spencer. And the next, 130 watts per kilowatt of contract 
dependable, and first 260 kilowatt-hours, I should have said, per kilo- 
watt-hours in the next 130 instead of kilowatts, in the next first 260 
kilowatt-hours of nondependable capacity sold to the contractors at 
3 mills. And then the balance of all energy at 2 mills per kilowatt. 

Mr. Laniean. That is the charge for the firm energy ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; the nondependable. The firm is the 4 mills for 
the first 130 and then 3 mills for the next 260, and then there is the 
first 260 of nondependable is 3 mills, and all the remaining is 2 mills 
capacity—2 mills rate. 





AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 79 


Mr. Lantean. Now could you tell us how the operation of the proj- 
ect, the Shasta and Folsom Dams, is governed under the contract of 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., that is, the water releases and generation 
of energy ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. The entire Central Valley dams, reservoirs, 
hydroplants are operated first for flood control, second for irrigation, 
third for recreation, and fourth for power. This necessitates the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation having absolute control of all releases of water, 
so we normally schedule releases on a 24-hour basis; each 24 hours 
we tell them how much water they can have. 

Now, in addition to that, in the interest of getting firm capacity 
under the terms of the contract, we make forecasts of how much non- 
dependable power will be available. That is on a 60-day basis, and that 
is nondependable power. After the nondependable which we have 
declared is generated, the remainder is dump power on the basis that 
we have released extra water or we have released more water than we 
had declared for our nondependable. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, on July 27, 1956, the Bureau of Reclamation 
through the Commissioner sent to the committee some information 
regarding the anticipated maximum simultaneous demand for the year 
1956 through 1961. Are you familiar with those estimates? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I am not sure, is that the one, is that a part of 
this table 3? 

Mr. Lanican. Well, I haven’t heard Mr. Bennett’s statement; I just 
got that, so I can’t say whether it is or not. 

Mr. Spencer. We sent to the Commissioner some information which 
he said was for the committee. I am not sure whether 

Mr. Laniean. Let me put it this way, in the Commissioner’s state- 
ment on the anticipated maximum simultaneous demand, he showed 
436,200 kilowatts for December of 1959 and 476,200 kilowatts for 
December of 1960. Are you familiar with those two figures? 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t recall the two, but I will get those and see 
whether they fit the figures which I have. 

Mr. Lanican. Do you have any figures with you as to the estimated 
maximum simultaneous demands of the existing customers for 1959 
and 1960? 

Mr. Srencer. No; I don’t. I can’t identify them. 

Mr. Lanican. Isee. Will you bring those back with you tomorrow? 

Now, with regard to the 33,000 kilowatts which have in the past 
been allocated to Nevada, could you tell us how that fitted into the rates 
paid by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes; that has been part of the firm power which we 
have been declaring to them over the years. 

Mr. Lantean. Has the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. taken consider- 

able amounts of power at the 3-mill—at the lower firm power rate in 
the past years? 
_ Mr. Spencer. I suspect they have. I would prefer though to give 
it to you from our actual records than to make a guess at it. Under our 
operations for irrigation, for flood control and irrigation, that would 
not necessarily follow in good water years when we had extra water. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you bring us some figures tomorrow to show 
how much power has been taken at the 4-mill rate and how much power 
has been taken at the low mill rate and lower rate? 

Mr. Spencer. Over what period? 
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Mr. Laniean. Let’s take that for the period since 1952, the time 
that the Nevada contract was put into effect. And could you also show 
how much has been taken by P. G. & E. at the two dependable and the 
two nondependable rates? 

Now I notice in the chart that you submitted, that was submitted 
to the committee by the Bureau of Reclamation, do you show that the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District is taking 350,000 kilowatts in 
1960? Do you actually anticipate you will supply the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District with 350,000 kilowatts in 1960? 

Mr. irenom. Certainly not unless we change the contract. The con- 
tract limit is 290,000. 

Mr. Lanican. And do you have any intention at the present time 
of supplying over 290,000 from the project to the Sacramento Munic- 
ipal Utility District? 

Mr. Spencer. You are asking me if I have any intention? The 
answer is “No,” because we don’t have the power. But secondly, that 
would be a matter of policy for the Department to decide, whether 
they wanted to revise that contract upward. It issome time after there 
is an additional power available. 

Mr. Laniean. Is that one of the matters that you submitted to the 
Department in your July—pardon me, in your August recommenda- 
tion ? 

Mr. Spencer. You mean for Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
to get 350,000 kilowatts of power? 

Mr. Laniean. Did you make a recommendation either way on that? 

Mr. Spencer. As I recall there was no change in the Sacramento 
en Utility District 290,000 contract in any of our analyses here 
in July. 

Maiden Well, can you explain how the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion happened to submit to the committee a figure showing Sacra- 
mento Municipal Utility District as having a demand of 350,000 kilo- 
watts in 19604 

Mr. Srencer. Well, aren’t you confusing two things? One of them 
is demand or load in Sacramento, and the second one our agreement 
or obligation to furnish it to them. Maybe that table, which I haven’t 
seen, maybe that table is anticipated load of the Sacramento Munici- 
pal Utility District. If it is, I have no quarrel with it, if they sub- 
mitted it. 

Mr. Laniean. But that is a load that is not necessarily intended to 
be supplied by the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; I think I told you in answer to one of your ques- 
tions that they had another supplier, a contract with the Pacific Gas & 
oe they would get over and above the 290,000 from the 

.G.& E. 

Mr. Laniean. Now in your August submission of recommendations 
and the material to the Washington office, did you make any recom- 
mendations with respect to supplying power to the city of Roseville? 

Mr. Spencer. I did. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you tell us what your recommendations were 
in that matter ? 

Mr. Spencer. That would be a part of this memorandum which you 
asked me to supply for the record tomorrow, but I can give you in 
general what it is, but it will be in completely in the record tomorrow. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you give us a general statement of what it is 
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at the present time, then we will complete that by putting the mem- 
orandum in the record tomorrow. 

Mr. Spencer. I can. I made a recommendation that if the De- 
partment wished to cancel or not to renew or make a new contract with 
the State of Nevada in this 33,000 which has been discussed here so 
many times today, that if Ames were not given any additional over 
the 50,000 which they get now, and if we could get from each one of 
our existing contractors, both preference customers and Government 
agencies, a statement and a provision whereby they had an alternate 
supplier where the moment they went over the contract face value 
they would get the remainder of the energy from this alternate sup- 

lier, that. we could supply Roseville and a small State agency, Deuel 
nstitute, out of some extra capacity which we would have. 

Mr. Lanican. Did you recommend that Ames use its alternate 
source of supply for any power above its present 50,000-kilowatt com- 
mitment ? 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t know whether we—I could say we recom- 
mended—it was part of a negotiated amendment to their contract of 
some year and a half or 2 years ago. We originally had a contract 
with Ames whereby we supplied them not only with a small amount of 
firm power, but certain nondependable ones. 

Mr. Lanican. I am speaking of your recommendation of August, 
of early August. Did you make any recommendation with respect to 
Ames at that time? 

Mr. Spencer. At that time Ames had had this contract with P. G. & 
E. for more than a year. 

Mr. Laniean. Well, did you make any recommendation, whether or 
not a contract should be made with Ames to get an additional 50,000 
kilowatts of Central Valley power? By that I mean in addition to 
the 50,000 kilowatts it has under contract at the present time. 

Mr. Spencer. I did not; in our analysis in the office include any 
more than the 50,000 which they now have in a contract—— 

Mr. Cuuporr. Finish your statement. 

Mr. Spencer. Before Folsom and Nimbus came in as a power supply, 
Ames only had 24,000. We had a provision in their contract whereby 
they would be increased to 50,000 firm at the time we increased our 
supply from Folsom and Nimbus. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Spencer, I am sorry I interrupted you. What 
I want to do is keep myself from becoming confused. Every time you 
~~ words “alternate supplier” you mean P. G. & E.; don’t you? 

r. Spencer. Practically, yes; although there is one customer of 
ours, Mare Island has its own diesel steam equipment, <liesel and steam, 
I believe. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Other than Mare Island, there is only one other place 
they can get power, that is Pacific Gas & Electric. When you say 
“alternate supplier” that is not very clear, and I think from now on 
instead of using the words “alternate supplier” you should use the 
words “Pacific Gas & Electric.” Other people will read the record 
and I don’t want them to be confused either. 

Mr. Lantcan. Now, as a matter of fact, considering the anticipated 
load growth of your other preference customers, would you anticipate 
that it would be possible to supply Ames with 50,000 more kilowatts 
of firm power as you reach your peak of December 1960, without going 
over your 450,000 kilowatts ? 
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Mr. Spencer. I am not in a position to answer that one right now 
until we get some criteria and some policy established on these con- 
tracts. 

If we have to maintain any kind of a reserve, in other words, if we 
do not get all of our contracts amended so that the Pacific Gas & Elec- 
tric will pick up any overage above the contract, face value of a con- 
tract, I don’t think we would be able to give Ames an extra 50,000. 

Mr. Lanican. Now could you briefly tell us what the criteria and 
policy decision is which you are—which you are awaiting, could you 
tell us the basic decisions which you are awaiting to get some order 
upon ? 

Mr. Spencer. Our August memorandum in which we requested the 
decision on whether Ames would be given additional power, whether 
we can require each customer to have an alternate supply from 
P.G. & E. or its own generating plant. 

Mr. Laniean. Has the Wosbivaten office indicated to you when you 
might expect a decision on these questions ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; they have not. 

Mr. Lanigan. Have they indicated when a decision might be ex- 
pected on the—I will put it in quotes—“the renewal of the Nevada con- 
tract,” that is, on whether or not another contract will be executed 
with the State of Nevada ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; no firm decision. 

Mr. Laniean. Well, you say they have made no firm decision ? 

Mr. Spencer. So far as I know; no. 

Mr. Laniean. Have they made any decision—have they made any 
decision to your knowledge on Roseville ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mr. Lanican. Have you ever requested that the Washington office 
make a decision on Nevada and make a decision on these other prob- 
lems so that you can make your determinations out here? Ever ask 
them to hurry the decision on that? 

Mr. Spencer. I think you should realize that I am not in a position 
to tell the Department to hurry or to drag its feet on that, at least I 
had never thought I ranked that high. 

Mr. Lanican. Have you ever called to their attention the fact that 
Roseville is incurring these expenses that we have had testified to 
this morning while the determinations are being awaited ? 

Mr. Spence. I have advised them of Roseville’s desire to push this, 
I think our Washington office and the Department have been given 
the complete picture on it. I do not understand that they are in a 
position to solve it right now. It is rather complex. 

Mr. Lanican. When you made your recommendation of August, 
early August, did you also make any recommendation concerning 
another possible preference customer, that is possibility of furnish- 
ing power to enaned customer other than Roseville? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, the Atomic Energy Commission at Livermore 
has requested. The State of California has a small load of 2,000 on 
the Vaca Dixon; they asked for some power. We also have some 
other Government agencies. Frankly, I think they are all repre- 
sented here in this room and possibly they’d like to make a pitch for 
their particular expansion programs. 
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Mr. Lanican. What I was asking was what recommendations you 
made with respect to the other preference customers in your August 
memorandum ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. Well, if I remember right, I told you just a few 
minutes ago that there were two, Roseville and this small State 
agency, which I recommended be given power providing that those 
three conditions were met. 

Mr. Lanican. Now I notice in your table 3 you have city of Rose- 
ville listed as having or requesting some 15,000 kilowatts. Have your 
studies and recommendations been based upon Roseville’s requesting 
15,000 kilowatts or 10,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Spencer. It was originally based on the 15,000 because that 
was their first request. 

Mr. Lanican. And have you made any further studies on the basis 
of a 10,000 kilowatt request ? 

Mr. Spencer. It would really make no difference in the analysis, 
They can either get—if they can get 10,000 on the basis of my 
analysis, they could get it or 13,000, something like that; but if they 
do not give me the criteria which I asked for, or which I did not neces- 
sarily ask for, but set out in there, they can’t get it under any cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. Laniaan. I think we can defer further questions on that until 
we actually read the memorandum. 

I wonder if you could, when you bring that, supply us with a few 
copies so that the various members of the subcommittee could have 
them available to read at the same time, since we won’t get them until 
tomorrow morning ? 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Carlson, do you have any questions at this time? 

Mr. Caruson. I would be under the same handicap as Mr. Lanigan. 
If Mr. Spencer will be available for questioning tomorrow, I will 
wait. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I think probably the questioning could be withheld 
until tomorrow when we would have the Sacieeamaan and then ques- 
tions could be asked on it. I think we will just be using excess time 
if we continue the questioning now. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Moss. No, I will defer until tomorrow. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Lanigan wants you to bring some other papers 
with you tomorrow, and I think we will give you a list of them now and 
then if you can supply them for us. Mr. Winder I think would like to 
ask something. 

Mr. Winper. Mr. Spencer, if possible, would you give us a list of the 
P. G. & E. monthly peak demands? 

Mr. Spencer. Monthly peak demands? 

Mr. Winpver. Peak demands for the last 18 months, that is, under 
their purchase contract, that is, for the year 1955 and the first 6 
months of 1956. And we’d like to have a date of the month when those 
peaks were established. 

Next we would like to know, in what month in 1955 did you change 
the dependable power contract with the P. G. & E. from 73,170 kilo- 
watts to 39,508 2 

Mr. Spencer. What month ? 

Mr. Winpver. What month that change of contract was entered into. 

Mr. Spencer. The change of contract was entered into. 
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Mr. Winper. P. G. & E.’s report to the Federal Power Commission 
indicates that during the year 1955 the amount of dependable power 
delivered to them by the Bureau was changed from 73,170 kilowatts to 
39,508; we are inquiring as to what date that was done. 

The subcommittee would also like to know the origin of the figure 
39,508 kilowatts. Do you have available, and if you have would you 
bring in, the amount paid the P. G. & E. in wheeling charges during 
the year 1955? 

If it is easily available, the subcommittee would also like to have the 
figure that is carried as transmission losses for the year 1955. 

The subcommittee has the figure as to the total number of kilowatt- 
hours that have been delivered to P. G. & E. for the year 1955, but it is 
on an annual basis and during a time in which there was a contract, 
an amendment. Therefore, in order to know how much was delivered 
under each contract before and after the amendment, they would like 
to have a monthly statement of the number of kilowatt-hours under 
both the dependable and nondependable bases by month. 

In the establishment by your Department of the amount of power 
required by your preference customers in the future, was any deter- 
mination made as to how long in the future the Department would be 
able to serve them? I mean, does that take into consideration Trinity 
delivery, or were you simply limiting it to April 1, 1961? 

Mr. Reantons. e are limiting to 1961. 

Mr. Winver. Thank you. Has the Bureau established any estimate 
when the Trinity project will be able to deliver power? 

Mr. Srencer. No firm date, that is too much in the future, depending 
very much on appropriations, two-hundred-some-odd millions of dol- 
lars by Congress. 

Mr. Winpver. That is still in pending form? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right; we get that on annual appropriations; 
we know what we have until next June 30. After that, the Congress 
will tell us how rapidly we can go. 

Mr. WINDER. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Spencer, we will excuse you now until tomorrow 
morning when you bring the memorandums and we will be in a bet- 
ter position to ask you questions; I think you will be in a better position 
to answer them. 

Mr. Spencer. I am going to tell you right now some of these may 
take a little time to assemble in the form which you have asked for 
them. We will have to gather together certain information. Some of 
it will have to be put together, and some of it will have to be taken 
apart in order to give it in the manner Mr. Winder asked. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. We will be perfectly reasonable with you on our re- 
quests, but, of course, we know that there are certain memorandums. 
It will be just a matter of your bringing them in and making either 
photostatic copies or typewritten copies. We are not going to expect 
you to do the impossible, because we can’t do the impossible ourselves. 

Mr. Spencer. Thank you. 

Mr. Cucporr. Now the subcommittee is going to take a 5-minute 
recess. 

(The hearing was recessed at 4:20 p. m. and reconvened at 4:25 
p.m.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. The subcommittee will be in order. Our next witness 
is Mr. Elmer Bennett, assistant to the Secretary of the Interior. 
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Would you come up, please, Mr. Bennett? Mr. Bennett, what is your 
full name? 

Mr. Bennetr. Elmer F. Bennett. 

Mr. Cuvupvorr. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are about to 

ive before the subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Bennett. I do. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Bennett, would you give the reporter your full 
address and capacity in which you are appearing here, and then 
proceed ? 


TESTIMONY OF ELMER F. BENNETT, ASSISTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Bennetr. My name is Elmer F. Bennett. I am assistant to the 
Secretary of the Interior. I am stationed in Washington, D. C. 

I have been in my present position approximately 3 months. Prior 
to that time, I served as legislative counsel for the Department. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a favor, if I might. Without in- 
tending to have Mr. Stevens answer any questions unless that is your 
pleasure, I’d like to have him accompany me as my legal adviser. 

Secondly, if we get into technical aspects of power engineering, I’d 
like to offer you two alternatives; one, either permit Mr. Spencer to 
come to the table, if that should be necessary ; or secondly, leave those 
questions until tomorrow, and then when Mr. Spencer comes back, you 
could get into them at that time. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Well, just so we keep the record clear, we are not 
going to ask you any questions today. We are just going to have you 
complete your statement, and then we are going to adjourn until to- 
morrow morning at 9:30 at which time questions will be asked. At 
that time if you feel you need some legal advice or some technical ad- 
vice, we have no objection to your bringing with you anyone that you 
think is competent to help you with your problem. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. Bennetr. Yes, indeed. First I would like to say that I am 
very pleased to be in Roseville. I went to law school in the State 
of California and in the northern part of California at that; and 
I always consider it a real privilege to come back here, and it is a 
personal pleasure really. 

Furthermore, I have met a number of very nice people in Roseville, 
and it has been a fine experience. I hope that some way or another 
we are able to work these problems out, either so that they get the 
power or, on the other hand, that they at least understand the reasons 
which eventually might lead to an adverse decision. 

I am appearing here today by direction of the Secretary of the 
Interior, Fred A. Seaton, in response to the request made by Mr. 
Chudoff that a representative of the Department attend these hear- 
ings. I have with me Mr. Ted Stevens, legislative counsel for the 
Department, who is also here by direction of the Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that the Department of the Interior was 
quite surprised to be notified of these hearings. This subject was, 
in our opinion, fully covered by the hearings of this subcommittee 
held in San Francisco on September 13 and 14, 1955. 
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Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Bennett, would you try to speak into the mike. 
We have this air-conditioning unit, whatever you call it, working, 
and it is pretty hard to hear you. I can’t hear you myself. 

Mr. Bennerr. In addition, Assistant Secretary Aandahl has 
appeared before you repeatedly, and his testimony pertained to this 
and other subjects relating to power development and distribution 
under the Department of the Interior. 

Congressman Engle and Senators Thomas Kuchel and William F. 
Knowland have been very active in behalf of the city of Roseville 
and all power users in this area. We appreciate their concern and 
will do all in our power to aid their constituents whenever possible. 

In June of this year, by virtue of a new arrangement with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., the Bureau of Reclamation is now 
assured of 450,000 kilowatts of firm power from the Central Valley 
system, including the plants at Folsom and Nimbus. This power only 
became available on June 1. Now, I am certain that we all will 
agree that the problem of deciding which preference customers will 
get the increased firm power from this new arrangement is a very 
difficult one. 

We do not want to rush into a decision which we will regret later. 
And we do not think we are tardy at all in this matter. Compare, 
for instance, the schedule of contracts made at the time Shasta power 
became available. Our search into the records shows that this power 
became available with the first wheeling agreement on April 2, 1951. 
It was not until June 8, 1951, that the first contract, for 1,500 kilo- 
watts, with the West Side Irrigation District, was executed. Our 
figures show that, with approximately 300,000 kilowatts available, 
only 29,640 were contracted for in the first 12 months of operation 
under the first wheeling agreement. As a matter of fact, the bulk 
of the power contracts were not completed until almost 2 years after 
power became available. Table 1, attached to this statement, shows 
the elapsed time between availability of power and the execution of 
contracts in the Central Valley. Table 2 shows the dates upon which 
these contracts were executed. 

The Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is receiving, and pays for it as such, 
that part of the firm power which is the difference between the simul- 
taneous demand of preference customers and the project dependable 
capacity. On this basis the United States is losing no revenue while 
these decisions are being made. But our projection of load growth 
of existing preference customers demonstrates that by 1960, with- 
out taking on one new customer, just providing the increased power 
needed by existing customers, will leave us in a position where we are 
approximately 157,000 kilowatts short. In other words, we cannot 
meet the increasing loads of our present customers. 

Our policy has been, and will remain, to provide continuous service 
to Bureau customers, meeting their load growth to the extent that we 
can according to the power available in the Central Valley. Let us 
take a look at the power picture here in the valley in terms of concrete 
facts. We are presently serving 25 customers in the Central Valley, 
including Sacramento and the Ames Laboratory. Table 3, attached to 
this statement, shows that the present contracts with these customers 
total 379,045 kilowatts. These same customers have requested that 
we contract to deliver to them a total of 480,170 kilowatts of capacity 
over 30,000 more than our dependable project capacity of 450,000. 
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Just to show what further problems are involved, the estimated load 
column on table 3, shows that, according to the customers’ own pro- 
jections of their loads, these present customers will require a total of 
606,942 kilowatts of capacity by 1960. Obviously, not all of this 
power can come from the existing supply. 

In July of this year, our contract customers took 304,147 kilowatts 
of capacity. At the same time, P. G. & E. received 140,494 kilowatts 
of firm power. This reflects a temporary condition essential to the 
protection of preference customer load growth and the finnacial sol- 
vency of the project. The difference between the sum of these two fig- 
ures and the project dependable capacity of 450,000 kilowatts is prob- 
ably due to project transmission losses. In any event, P. G. & E. will 
continue to receive only that amount of firm power not required for 
our preference customers and will continue to pay for it at firm power 
rates, 

Almost a year ago today, the regional office of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion here in Sacramento reported to your committee, through Mrs. 
Grace McDonald (see p. 972 of the hearings) in San Francisco a year 
ago, that the maximum demand had been 281,889. In addition, we have 
present requests from our existing customers to raise their contractual 
maximum demand to 480,170 kilowatts exclusive of the contract with 
the Colorado River Commission of Nevada. One of these customers, 
the Ames Laboratory, has requested an additional 50,000 kilowatts. 
At this point in the record, I would like to enter two short letters 
from E. H. Chamberlin, executive officer of the Ames Laboratory. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Without objection, let it also be placed in the record. 

(The two letters referred to hereinabove are shown below as fol- 
lows :) 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D. C., May 24, 1956. 
Hon. Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. AANDAHL: Confirming my telephone conversation of May 22, I wish 
to again record the need of this agency for firm power up to 100,000 kilowatts 
for the operation of the vitality important Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, at 
Moffett Field, Calif. That laboratory is continuously operating unique research 
facilities on 2 multishift basis to obtain critically needed data for top priority 
mnilitary projects. 

These facilities require large amounts of electric power and provision was 
made in contract 14-06-200-117, dated July 30, 1953, to furnish the Ames Labora- 
tory up to 260,000 kilowatts. Subsequently the Bureau notified NACA that the 
contract commitments of the Bureau to Ames Laboratory would have to be 
reduced. Now the Central Valley project dependable capacity has been redeter- 
mined by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the Bureau at 50,000 kilowatts more 
than was anticipated at the time the NACA-Bureau contract was executed. 
Accordingly. it is submitted that the NACA should be given highest priority for 
any power over the projected 400,000 kilowatts that has been made available by 
placing Folsom and Nimbus Dams in operation or as a result of failure to 
market power in accordance with previous commitments. 

It is requested that the NACA be given an opportunity to meet with you and 
your representatives to explain our position more fully before any further com- 
mitments of Central Valley project are made. 

We appreciate very much your expression of interest in our problem and the 
fact that you had already given some consideration to our needs and trust that 
we may receive a favorable reply from you at an early date. 

Very truly yours, 
EK. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Ezecutive Oficer. 
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NATIONAL ApvViIsoRY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D. C., August 15, 1956. 
Hon. Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. AANDAHL: Reference is made to my letter of May 24 and to your 
reply dated June 4, 1956. relative to the needs of this agency for additional 
firm power from the Central Valley project for the operation of the Ames 
Laboratory at Moffett Field. Calif. 

As presently forecast, the need for power exceeds prior estimates by a con- 
siderable amount. If the Bureau of Reclamation would increase the contract 
rate of delivery by a substantial amount of firm power from the Central Valley 
project the Government could effect a large annual saving. If it were possible 
to make available to NACA as much as 50,000 kilowatts. it is estimated that 
initial savings would be over $100,000, increasing as additional energy is used, 

In connection with the survey being made by the Bureau of Reclamation to 
determine the needs of existing project customers, may we again respectfully 
submit that the NACA, as a Federal agency vitally important to the defense 
effort, be given the highest priority in the allotment of the additional power 
resulting from the operation of the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants. 

Very truly yours, 
E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Executive Officer. 





Mr. Bennerr. Ames is performing valuable defense services. and 
the need for additional power by that establishment cannot be denied. 
The Ames Laboratory is a research center using wind tunnels for 
aeronautical research. 

Furthermore, the Atomic Energy Commission has requested 5,000 
kilowatts for their installation at Livermore and the Navy Depart- 
ment has asked that 30,000 be reserved for their expanding activities, 
in addition to the increase of 20,000 already firmly requested for Mare 
Island. Anyone can readily see that there just isn’t enough power 
available to satisfy all these requests. 

We have not decided the amount of power we will allocate to Ames 
or any other existing customer above its contract demand at the present 
time. Meanwhile, none of our existing customers have been harmed 
because we are delivering enough power to all our customers, except 
Ames, to meet their present demands. At least 16 of the present 
customers of the Bureau are using more power than they would receive 
according to their maximum contract rate of delivery. Obviously, 
we cannot refuse to recognize the need for additional power by these 
customers. We believe that commonsense dictates that once we begin 
service to a preference customer, that customer’s demand has-priority 
over new requests for Federal power. If we take in all the customers 
we can find, the net result will be that our system cannot meet their 
increasing loads even over a short period into the future. Even if we 
had formally decided upon the allocation of the available power among 
existing customers, it would take considerable time to negotiate and 
execute the necessary amendatory contracts. 

Another subject needs clarification. At the present time, we require 
an operating reserve of at least 22,500 kilowatts, according to the 
regional director of the Sacramento region of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. This is necessary in order that there be a “cushion” between the 
maximum simultaneous demand and the dependable project capacity. 
Our contracts with P. G. & E. have never provided for sale of any 
power to us for resale to our customers above our dependable project 
capacity. 
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I might point out 16 of our customers at the present time in varying 
amounts and at varying times, exceed their contract rate of delivery. 
It is apparent that in determining our contract policy we are faced 
with the necessity of allowing some reserve for those customers whose 
experience indicates they would be very prone to exceed their contract 
rates of delivery. 

To the extent that our existing customers contract for a secondary 
source of power, and arrangements for such additional power can be 
made to prevent any technical or financial complications, it may be 
possible to reduce the size of this cushion. 

So far, I have not said anything about the Nevada Colorado River 
Commission, contract. You will note that, without the contract, the 
requests from our present customers exceed the supply of power 
available. The Nevada contract was entered into by the previous ad- 
ministration in 1952. For lack of transmission arrangements no de- 
liveries have been made under that contract. Its terms have been 
extended several times to give the Nevada State agency a fair oppor- 
tunity to put the power to use. While a final decision has not been 
made in regard to the latest request for extension of the contract, it 
appears doubtful that further extensions would be warranted in view 
of the existing demands of our other customers now receiving service 
from the Central Valley project. Of course, that would depend some- 
what on Nevada’s ability to show a reasonable prospect of arranging 
transmission in the very near future. 

We will continue to make available to preference customers, under 
contract, all the power available within the project dependable ca- 
pacity, as soon as we can. Meanwhile, it appears to us that the time 
consumed since June in reviewing requests for additional power, and 
the requests of prospective customers, is fully justified. 








statement :) 


TABLE 1.—EHlapsed time between availability of power and/or wheeling arrange- 
ments with P. G. & BE. Co., Central Valley project, and execution of power sales 
contracts (wheeling contract executed Apr. 2, 1951) (intergration and sales 


contract executed Oct. 3, 1951) 





Months elapsed 
More than 
Less than 3 3 to 6 7 to 12 13 to 24 24 
Number of contracts... .........-----..--.- 1 | 10 2 1 
Kilowatts of power involved..............- 1, 500 24, 390 3, 750 332, 600 | 50, 000 
Contractor: ees Se See oe | Se 
Department of Air Force: 
Sees ee Se. ieee shill. BD. de wc mddcbteebbinddaced aleh cuudlph 
Castle Air Force Base. .-.-...-....-|-..----.---- BGR LidtAkuess <pedenshuqiedeilineestmadod 
Mather Air Force Base__..........|..--.-.----- eee Tass catse tances. eee Ses She atte 
POE DE OCOD WN 40065 3565 oho he pitag on ge dhe ade 495s hd0~] 50 5eesss 3600 teste 
aa. bat aeaee rad oiecankabivecobocbbb eurianks any ND in ies dietetic Paik cone heat 
Department of the Army: 
PIED. sas Sh alinaiminimbve op admiel-inniibe wanna eee eee ee Pin at dma baigaaes 
Sharp Depot: 
LAAT OD a apc 0 tip ngs - 505555 Stl ashe peudsey GBD nieces Hits ciebenss lest eek 
En dhadionuesianien i ibahib tin teanadsh uk haneegnk> she TU Eieis:ineumaiaiticts acca silts 
Comp GlemeteR: . 2h. A AO a A BN 
Colorado R: ver Commission of Nevada.|........--. |.-----------]----------- SR000 hha < connect 
SGEE POCUINNE MON s 2. on bach So occa ceke. i déaledpect Sy ceccsbeecce Oe one eae 
California State Prison at Folsom. .....|.......-----|-----.--+-i-|.---------.- R700 bekce-3446+52 
a RS AES EPG cntecclscccccncscer|nnencqecaene! fosccecce= CE Réteeewikdmamon 
Department of Navy: 
Air Station, Moffett Field.........- tl Ee nddh cen hebhtgenn ah Rae ES. o. 
SOD I oak acdc Mv cewl cote. Lede weece IRON ton o See ievklectreadicl aneteconnae 
Magazine, Port Chicago. .........-].....---..-- BOND hs ceiconagc 6 loveend a dn- os enedsaces 
Supply Annex, Stockton. -..-....|...---....- MI Ba tick deehs ard Reidpaaenalete neg Repienarintheess 
NACA, Ames Aeronautical Labora- 

pre a ca aha hak Edis nel eRe nel Mie eel cde 50, 000 
Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Coopera- 

BVO. «0 c0 time a dnge eho durnges ded-iingd<p > opopebpradiesaaaiinn bonggouss 4, 700 Assasns ass 
ns ee Ce Od. ona mboocelvasccensdeinl esvccowhons 2M etiehes: 
OS 0 he eS oe Li eccmewesdnivcdundeatuce UN aa ot 
Sacrarrento Municipal Utility District.|.......... |.-----------]----------.- tf 


West Side Irrigation District_--_...---- 
Total 
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(The following tables were attached to Mr. Bennett’s prepared 

















































Sept. 17, 1956 


Contractor : 


Pacific Gas & Electric Co 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co 
Department of Air Force: 
Camp Beale 
Castile Air Force Base 
Mather Air Force Base 
Parks Air Force Base 
Travis Air Force Base 
Department of Army: 
Benicia Arsenal 
Sharpe General Depot: 
Lathrop 


Camp Stoneman 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada * 
Deuel Vocational Institute______________ . 
California State Prison at Folsom 
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District 
Department of Navy: 

Naval Air Station, Moffett Field 

Mare Island * 

Naval Magazine, Port Chicago 

Naval Supply Annex, Stockton 
NACA, Ames Aeronautical Laboratory ° 
Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative 
Provident Irrigation District 


Reclamation District 2065..................... 


Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District 
West Side Irrigation District 
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TABLE 2.—Bureau of Reclamation power contracts, Central Valley project, 


Date of contract 
? April 2, 1951 
* October 3, 1951 


August 31, 1951 
August 29, 1951 
October 1, 1951 
July 1, 1952 

January 8, 1952 


August 27, 1951 


Do. 
October 9, 1951 
August 29, 1951 
September 15, 1952 
December 9, 1952 
December 24, 1952 
February 9, 1953 


August 27, 1951 
December 1, 1954 
July 18, 1951 
August 27, 1951 
December 1, 1955 
November 14, 1952 
August 5, 1952 
January 27, 1953 
* December 11, 1952 
? January 9, 1947 
June 8, 1951 


2 Contract for transmission and exchange service (175r—2650). 

2 Contract for the sale and interchange of power and energy (175r—3428). 
8 Service not yet initiated, contract extended from year to year. 

4 Service initiated August 27, 1951. 

5 This contract replaces contract 14—06—200-1117 dated July 30, 1953. 

6 Contract revised on January 26, 1954. 

7 Service not dependent on P. G. and E. contracts. 


84976—57———-7 
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TABLE 3.—Central Valley project, region 2, Sept. 17, 1956 
[Tabulation of load data in kilowatts] 
































Contract rate of Contractors’ loads, actual Contrac- 
delivery year 1956 tors’ loads 
Name of contractor 24 eh ah estimated 
year 
Present |Requested| June July | August 1960 
Sacramento Municival Utility District _- 290,000 | 290,000 | 200, 561 203, 884 194, 781 310, 000 
Ames Laboratory of the NACA. ___- a 50, 000 100, 000 50, 000 50, 000 50, 000 200, 000 
po EE teen 3, 500 4, 500 3, 588 3, 494 3, 420 4, 500 
Camp Beale. - ie ; RE: 200 1, 000 957 749 400 3, 000 
Castle 4-Kilovolt, Castle Air Force. __- 1, 000 1, 500 1, 477 1, 633 | 1, 430 | 1, 500 
Castle 12-Kilovolt, Castle Air Force-_-__- 100 2, 700 1, 248 1, 373 | 1, 350 2, 700 
Deuel Vocational Institute, Tracy. ___-_- 100 1, 700 811 770 | 820 | 1, 700 
i, Uy ee haiti 1, 700 2, 500 1, 144 1, 113 | 1, 190 | 2, 377 
Mather Air Force Base. -.................- 2, 100 5, 500 3, 453 3, 536 3, 320 | 6, 500 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station._______- 2, 500 4, 000 2, 132 2, 080 2,070 4, 000 
Naval Supply Annex, Stockton.__._.____- 5, 000 6, 000 3, 463 3, 401 3, 150 6, 000 
Parks Air Force Base._.............-- re 2, 000 4, 000 3, 098 8, 120 2, 940 4, 150 
Provi tent Irrigation District. _ - aaa 400 475 256 259 249 475 
Reclamation District 2035: 
Main pumping plant--___.......___- aa 600 825 521 805 747 800 
RE ei hilek a ovo cncaenusewas 500 700 549 537 441 680 
Shasta Dam area PUD !__._..-- 2... 5 6, 000 390 480 360 10, 000 
Shai pe General Depot: 
BA rc RAILS doin < msiestnindicesieiesiel 930 1, 000 1, 009 1, 050 950 1, 100 
OY i lid BE. cn wanckanasndnies 550 700 447 489 390 750 
CR cep enaccennuee img 60 70 62 62 80 | 70 
Westside Irrigation District_- 1, 500 2, 000 1, 747 1, 747 1, 680 1, 720 
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District......___- 2, 600 3, 100 2, 300 2, 200 2, 140 2, 950 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard.___.._____- 8, 000 30, 000 15, 200 14, 700 15, 000 30, 000 
Plumas-Sierra Rural Electrification Com- | 
NOS ns db ei eh ite stcoscesze 1, 700 3, 400 1, 950 2, 060 1, 970 3, 400 
Port Chicago__._........ selina ietdinnieaniiah’ 1, 000 2, 500 622 612 683 2, 500 
Travis Air Force Base... __- et la at ileal 3, 000 6, 000 3, 930 4, 020 4, 110 6, 070 
Pt ick EE cs oicitaemeniaeien 379, 045 | 2 480, 170 300, 915 304, 174 293, 671 606, 942 














! Present service off house generators; 6,000 requested would come from system. 
? Adjustment losses to Tracy, estimated at 2,205, on basis of requested kilowatts, not shown. 


NotTe.—Requests for power not included in above: 


Kilowatts 
I cdiitnctnitaacbinnt Uti cote ree aces tee clocks oe ence cence cdi 
I I a a ierethaiaiemadieendiikt tn nceeaamtimnataniaeie tame ie 15, 000 
State of California, Vaca Dixon-- oie adh as oka ain Gnawa toate 2, 000 


Aa nner ONE TURNER et een ne 5. 000 


Mr. Bennett. I would also like at this time to offer to the commit- 
tee, subject to a request that I’d like to make, two exhibits. These are 
in the original form, two memorandums from the regional director to 
the Commissioner of Reclamation, and I would like the privilege of 
submitting the originals to you, and replacing them tomorrow with 
photostatic copies, if that is possible. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Bennett, is that one of the things we asked Mr. 
Spencer to supply? 

Mr. Brennerr. It is, plus a memorandum from the regional director 
dated May 24, on the same subject. 

Mr. Cuuporr. You may offer those to us now, we will accept them, 
and return the originals when you give us copies of them tomorrow, so 
you can have the originals for your file. 

(The following are the memorandums incorporating the local office’s 
recommendation, as submitted by Mr. Bennett :) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


To: Commissioner, Washington, D.C. Attention: 100 and 600. 
From: Regional Director, Sacramento, Calif. 
Subject: Marketing of additional Folsom and Nimbus power—Central Valley 

project, region 2. 

The load survey data resulting from our June 13 letters, which were sent to 
all preference contractors, excluding the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, 
Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, and Colorado River Commission of Nevada, are 
given in the attached tabulation. This lists for each contractor receiving the June 
13 letter the present contract rate of delivery, the contract rate of delivery re- 
quested, and the contractor’s estimated power requirements for fiscal years 1957, 
1958, 1959, and 1960. 

The total of the contract rates of delivery under all present contracts now in 
force amounts to 379,045 kilowatts. This amount does not include the 33,000 
kilowatts in the Colorado River Commission of Nevada contract. The request 
for renewal of the Colorado River Commission of Nevada contract (which expired 
June 1, 1956) is in the Secretary’s office for consideration. Should this contract 
not be extended the full amount of each contract rate of delivery requested by 
the contractors receiving the June 13 letter and now receiving Central Valley 
project power could be granted. 

The contract rates of delivery requested by the contractors receiving the June 
13 letter are listed in the tabulation and the total is 90,170 kilowatts. This 
amount plus the present contract rates of delivery for Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District of 290,000 kilowatts and 50,000 kilowatts for Ames Aeronautical 
Laboratory, totals 430,170 kilowatts. This total of 430,170 kilowatts adjusted 
for losses to Tracy switchyard amounts to 432,240 kilowatts. 

The power required for the use of the Bureau at the Trinity construction head- 
quarters is 1,500 kilowatts, and adjusted for losses to Tracy amounts to 1,635 kilo- 
watts. This power will be supplied from project dependable capacity and deliv- 
ered by wheeling. 

The power summary is as follows: 

Kilowatts 


Project dependable capacity at Tracy 450, 000 


Contract rates of delivery of Sacramento municipal utility district and 
Ames aeronautical laboratory at Tracy 
Trinity construction power at Tracy 1, 635 


Total requirement at Tracy 433, 875 


Available power remaining at Tracy 16, 125 


As you may recali, the public-works officer of the 12th Naval District in his 
letter of May 3, 1956, requested that Reclamation set aside and reserve for its 
future use 30,000 kilowatts. This reservation is intended by the Navy as a blanket 
allocation and would be in addition to its requests for the 4 naval establishments 
listed in the tabulation, which total 42,500 kilowatts. Further, the Navy wants 
this blanket. reservation of 30,000 kilowatts handled on a basis similar to that 
under which power has been committed to the Colorado River Commission of Ne- 
vada, in particular, that no minimum power charges would be made. I do not 
believe this reservation of power under the circumstances should be made, as any 
power under contract should be subject to charges under the rate schedule and 
also the reservation would make it impossible for us to allow the customers listed 
in the tabulation the requested contract rates of delivery. The summary for the 
disposition of power given above includes the full amounts requested by the Navy 
(42,500 kilowatts) for its 4 establishments now being furnished Central Valley 
project power. Also, it is apparent the 42,500 kilowatts would satisfy the Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Navy’s letter of July 5, 1956, to Mr. Aandahl in respect to the 
30,000 kilowatts for Mare Island naval shipyard, which is included in the 42,5 
kilowatt figure. 

The request by Ames Aeronautical Laboratory to increase its present contract 
rate of delivery from 50,000 kilowatts up to as much as 100,000 kilowatts has not 
been included in the power summary or in the tabulation. The present contract 
rate of delivery of 50,000 kilowatts for Ames Aeronautical Laboratory was in- 
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creased from 15,000 kilowatts to 50,000 kilowatts, effective June 1, 1956. The addi- 
tion of the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants to the Central Valley project’s firm 
power resources made this increase possible. Consequently, Ames Aeronautical 
Laboratory is now receiving a component of the power added by Folsom and 
Nimbus, and it is my recommendation that no further increase be allowed. 

Requests from preference agencies not under contract for power are: 


Kilowatts 


CR Or I iiionerncccirnivnnscinenscteahditicininierc ian ancutnlnaiamatin picenaioe agen 
Atomic Energy Commission, Livermore___....--.-~-.-------.---~-.-~~. 
Ginte eb Dah Tar Ga ithe eames ctetd oss keecte peeeeicinn—menare 
Cote Of ahd Abt iisntd ite dish <cbiieciniewatagataendpindecennearts 


I understand that in late 1955 the city of Palo Alto signed a 7-year power con- 
tract with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

In our judgment, the requested contract rate of delivery of each contractor list- 
ed in the tabulation as related to the contractor’s estimated requirement is rea- 
sonable, and I recommend the individual contracts be amended to allow these 
amounts. Also, each of these contractors has indicated its intentions to make ar- 
rangements for additional power from another source when limited to the amount 
of power allowed it under our contract. Before amendments of contracts are 
executed or otherwise formalized, it will be necessary to see that the arrangements 
for additional power are satisfactory as to technical and power accounting details 
for the joint supply of power to customers. 

I understand as a result of informal discussion with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
and information from customers who have talked with the company that it will 
supply the power requirements of customers served by the Bureau of Reclamation 
when in excess of that allowed under our contracts. 

With each contractor having an arrangement for additional power when its 
requirements exceed the amount Reclamation allows, we will then be able to 
put under contract with preference customers all available firm power. No re- 
serve or operational cushion will be needed, and the maximum firm power avail- 
able from the project will thus be under contract to preference customers. 

You will note from the attached tabulation the Bureau will be able to supply 
all requests from existing customers if the Colorado River Commission of Nevada 
contract is terminated. On the other hand, if this contract is renewed, it will 
be necessary to prorate reductions in the requests of existing customers in the 
amount of approximately 17,000 kilowatts. 

If the Colorado River Commission of Nevada contract is terminated, I pro- 
pose to inform the contractors that their requests as listed in the tabulation 
will be allowed, and intend to proceed with the modifications of such contracts. 


I recommend that the 16,125 kilowatts remaining after meeting the full re- dive: 
quests of our present customers, other than the requests for additional power for deliy 
Ames Aeronautical Laboratory and the Navy mentioned above, be contracted to Co 
the city of Roseville and to the State of California for its Vaca-Dixon Medical 412,( 


Center. A power contract to the State institution was withdrawn by the Bureau 
just prior to its execution in 1953, and the city of Roseville had to cancel its 
contract with the Bureau before service was initiated. Since the remaining 
power, 16,125 kilowatts at Tracy, is just about sufficient to meet the needs of these 
two preference customers, I believe this is the most equitable procedure. Your 
advice and comments on this will be appreciated. 

C. H. Spencer. 


May 31, 1956. 
To: Regional Director, Sacramento, Calif. Attention: 2~—430. Tee 


From: Assistant Commissioner. Beale 
Subject: Marketing of additional Folsom and Nimbus power—Central Valley ae 
project. Travis 

We appreciate receiving the information which you furnished to us on May 24, Bote 
1956, on the above subject. Deuel 
We concur in your recommendation that you should send letters as soon as Folson 
possible to all customers excluding the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, jn 


Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, and the Colorado River Commission of Nevada. 
We also agree that these letters should be written along the lines mentioned in the 
second paragraph on page 8 of your May 24 letter. 

Your summary at the bottom of page 3 and on page 4 appears reasonable under 
the circumstances and we believe should be followed. We, of course, do not yet 
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know whether or not the contract with the Colorado River Commission of Ne- 
vada will be continued. 

It is suggested that you endeavor to obtain replies to your letters at an early 
date so that we may have the results of your survey shortly after the middle of 
June, if such is possible. It is suggested that you furnish us with complete tabula- 
tions of your survey as to power available, power under contract, and power 
needed by future years even though you may have previously furnished part of 
this information to us. This will help us in presenting the facts to the Depart- 
ment. 

—. —. NIELSEN. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 24, 1956. 
To: Commissioner. Attention: 630. 
From: Regional director. 
Subject: Marketing of additional Folsom and Nimbus power—Central Valley 
project, region 2. 


This is in reply to Assistant Commissoner Nielsen’s letter of May 11, 1956. 
We received estimated load data in May 1955, from our customers now receiv- 


ing project power. The totals of these estimates are as follows: 
Kilowatte 


It should be recognized that the above data were for the purpose of preparing 
estimates required under our contracts with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. We 
believe these data should not be relied upon too strongly as they probably would 
not be consistent with the aggregate of requests for increases in the contract 
rate of delivery. 

The project dependable capacity in each month (excluding project load) will 
be 450,000 at Tracey after June 1, 1956. This amount, less the operating reserve 
of 22,500 kilowatts, leaves 427,500 kilowatts available for commercial sales at 
Tracy. It is our judgment that the total contract rates of delivery should 
not exceed 427,500 kilowatts. The reason for this is that predominant char- 
acteristics of the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Ames Aeronautical 
Laboratory, and Mare Island Naval Shipyard loads, together with the overall 
diversity and losses, result in equalizing the sum of the contract rates of 
delivery and the annual maximum load at Tracy. 

Contracts with present preference customers now have commitments totaling 
412,045 kilowatts; excluding the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, the 
remaining contracts total 379,045 kilowatts. 

As of May 15, 1956, we have received requests from present preference 
customers to increase their contract rate of delivery as follows: 


Contract rate of delivery—kilowatts 

Contractor fii Mate Ee? eee ee 

Amount of 
increase 


Requested Present 


| 
Tie? oT t + 2Arcer eee eee) oe ee Wt: ror ee ee ! 

Besle Air Force Base__-_----- miro ong PAGEL Sith ohh use ee 2, 000 200 1, 800 
a . - naculnwadhatinasacnawes sae 3, 000 | 2, 000 1, 000 
pe nS ee es ae ae 6, 650 1, 100 5, 500 
Travis Air Force Base. _. . 4, 000 3, 000 | 1, 000 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station---.- ~sembtiehsk ones an 3, 000 | 2, 500 | 500 
Meare Island Naval Shipyard. -.--......-._-- ; ; | 25, 000 8, 000 | 17, 000 
Deuel Vocational Institute _- Snead <dlbiia ddeieas sil 1, 400 100 | 1, 300 
DN a 2, 000 1, 700 | 300 
Plumas-Sierra REA _ at 3, 000 1, 700 | 1, 300 
Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District._....._- see 1, 500 5 1, 495 


20, 205 31, 245 





We are enclosing copies of a letter dated May 3, 1956, from the District Public 
Works Office of the Navy wherein it is requested that the Bureau of Reclama- 
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tion set aside and reserve for its future use 30,000 kilowatts, The letter states 
this reservation is separate and in addition to the request by it for the increase 
listed above for Mare Island. The 30,000 kilowatts may or may not be intended 
to include the 500 kilowatts of increase listed above for Moffett Field, Assuming 
that this increase of 500 kilowatts for Moffett Field is included in the blanket 
request for 30,000 kilowatts, this would add 29,500 kilowatts to the above increase 
of 31,245 kilowatts, resulting in a total increase of 60,745 kilowatts. At this time 
project power is being furnished to four naval establishments with present 
contract rates of delivery as follows: 


; Kilowatts 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard... s<=sewa~.. en nnn ne 8, 000 
nT en. SE RUE’ TAIL cs cnschinsiiatins eon tenemaditanupesinnentsareren shane 2, 500 
Port Chicagé Sava! magasinelZoc ids ee 1, 000 
StocktOe* Gaaey E AeOA s S ke Se cde Ensen Sale 5, 000 


In addition to the above requests from present customers, the following new 
preference agencies have requested power : 


Kilowatts 
RN I UN oa satis ep edieenictren-onsninashiRdeiagniatecaiensaneipiistesch-snglcieaiasia die iaaidins deel lie 15, 000 
Atomic Tenaray Oommiianion, . LAVGSIOCR<<.1nnwccesccienedecnntrnaduches 5, 000 
Vaca-Dixon Institute, State of California_._._..___-__ 2. --------. 2, 000 
City’ of Palo: Altes is A ie a eles Deas 33, 000 


It is believed that if all the present customers (other than Sacramento Munici- 
pal Utility District, Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, and Colorado River Com- 
mission of Nevada) were given the opportunity to request increases, Some of the 
requests now in hand would be increased. Such increased loads, together with 
anticipated requests from other customers (many of whom are now exceeding 
their contract rate of delivery) would be sufficient to bring the commitments 
in present contracts to about the 427,500 kilowatts available. 

The intent of the second paragraph of your May 11 letter has been clarified 
as a result of a phone conversation with Mr. Campbell. Accordingly, we be- 
lieve it is desirable to send letters as soon as possible to all present customers, 
excluding Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, 
and Colorado River Commission of Nevada. Such a letter would ask each cus- 
tomer to furnish us with reliable estimates of its maximum annual power re- 
quirements for fiscal years 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960. The letters would point 
out that the estimates are to be used in evaluating requests for increasing con- 
tract rates of delivery. Also, the letters would suggest that the customer make 
arrangements (preferably contracts to run concurrently with our contract) for a 
supply of power to be furnished from another source at times when the customer’s 
requirements exceed the contract rate of delivery stipulated in our contract. 
Your comments and early reply on sending out such letters will be appreciated. 

In summary, we recommend that— 

1. As long as the Colorado River Commission of Nevada contract exists 
that additional contract commitments not exceed 15,455 kilowatts (427,500~ 
412,045). 

2. If the Colorado River Commission of Nevada contract is canceled that 
additional contract commitments not exceed 48,455 kilowatts (427,500—- 
379,045). 

3. That requests from present customers should be met before any con- 
sideration be given for contracting with new preference customers. 

4. The contract commitments should not exceed 427,500 kilowatts until all 
customers have made arrangements for a supplementary power supply. At 
such time, the operating reserve vf 22,500 kilowatts would not be needed, and 
total commitments adjusted to Tracy could total 450,000 kilowatts under 
our present Pacific Gas & Hlectric Co. contract, 

©. H. Spencer. 
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Tabulation of load survey data, in kilowatts—Central Valley project, region 2, 
contract rate of delivery requested by preference contractors for project power, 
July 15, 1956 


Contract rate of Contractor’s estimated load require- 
delivery ments, fiscal year— 
Contractor 


| | | 
Present | Requested) 1957. | 58 1959 19€0 


Benicia Arsenal ! d ™ 3, 500 | 4, 500 4, 000 , 250 | , 250 4, 500 
Camp Beale !_____- SUIGSIP LE. 200 | 1, 000 | 750 | f 2, 500 3, 000 
Ce ee a 1, 000 | 1, 500 500 | é , 500 | 1, 500 
Castle 12! : : | 100 2, 700 | 900 | 2, , 480 , 700 
Deuel Vocational Institute, Tracy ! 100 700 | 400 | : 700 } 700 
Folsom Prison !______- 4 1, 700 , 500 077 | 2, 2, 161 | 2,377 
Mather Air Force Base !__- wi | 2,100 5, 500 500 ,500} 5,500 5, 500 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station (Navy) ! 2, 500 | , 000 80 | 3, 3, 600 000 
NSA, Stockton (Navy) ! 5, 000 5, 000 | 000 5, | 5, 500 | 5, 000 
Parks Air Force Base '__- _? 2, 000 | , 000 150 | ‘ 150 | , 150 
Provident I. D.! 400 475 | 475 475 | 475 
Reclamation district 2035 main pumping | | 
plant ! 600 | 825 800 800 | 800 

Reclamation district 2035 booster plant !__ 500 700 | 680 | 680 | 680 
Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District 2_| 5 3, 000 , 200 r 5, 0CO 000 
Sharpe General Depot, Lathrop !._- 930 | , 000 , 000 | ; 1, 100 | , 100 
Sharpe General Depot, Tracy !_.__- 550 | 700 700 750 75 
Camp Stoneman !___. : 60 70 70 70 70 70 
Westside I. D. ! a 1, 500 | 2, 000 1, 720 | , 720 | , 720 1,720 
Glenn-Colusa I. D.!____ ‘ me 2, 600 3, 100 2,725 | 2, 775 2, 875 | 2, 950 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard (Navy) ! 8,000 | 30,000 22, 000 , 000 , 000 30, 000 

2, 

1, 

5, 


- & DOO tee 


Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Co-op ! | 1, 700 3, 400 660 2, 800 3, 130 | 3, 400 
Port Chicago (Navy) ?-. 4 1, 000 500 200 | , 800 | 2, 100 | 2, 500 
Travis Air Force Base !_._- &i 3, 000 | 5, 000 400 5, 670 | 5, 950 | 6, 070 


RRM os 1 cae : _..| 39,045 | 


90, 170 66, 707 74,359 | 85,991 | 96,942 


3 iss -| 290,000 | 
ATED ep coscnseapesos ‘ La aeconl 50, 000 | 


at Se ee 
Adjusted to Tracy_....._-.- x ean 432, 240 


1 Wheeled. 
2 Direct. 


District Pusrtic WorKs OFFICE, 
TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT, 
San Bruno, Calif., May 3, 1956. 
Mr. C. H. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, C alif. 


DearR MR. SPENCER: It is requested that the Bureau of Reclamation set aside 
and reserve for future use of the Navy 30,000 kilowatts of firm power, contract 
demand, of the additional firm capacity which is being made available through 
completion and operation of the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants. 

There are at this time various specific plans for new and enlarged military 
facilities which will create power requirements as set forth in the above 
request. Certain of the functions of the activities involved and their status are 
of a security nature and full information concerning them may not be made pub- 
lic. In view of the above-noted conditions, this power reservation should be in 
the nature of a blanket allocation for use at those locations and in the amounts 
as will be specified by the Navy at various times in the future. It is anticipated 
that portions of this power will be used as soon as it becomes available and that 
full use of the 30,000 kilowatts would be made within a period of from 2 to 3 
years. 

It is believed that this commitment could be handled on a basis somewhat 
similar to that under which firm power capacity has been reserved for the Colo- 
rado River Commission, State of Nevada, during the past 314 years. 

Studies indicate that use of this Government-generated power to supply mili- 
tary loads will result in a savings of approximately $300,000 per year in overall 
cost of Government operations. 

The quantity of power reservation, as set forth in this request, is separate and 
in addition to Navy’s former request for an increase in firm rate of power delivery 
at Mare Island Naval Shipyard as contained in our letter of October 18, 1955. 

Very truly yours, 
A. P. GARDINER, 
Captain, CEC, USN, Acting District Public Works Officer. 
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Mr. Stevens. We'd have to copy these, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. That is all right. It doesn’t make any difference to 
us. Youcopy them and give them to us tomorrow. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. At any rate, do you wish to see them now, 
Mr. Chairman? If you do, I will show them to you. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. All right. Would you let us have them now, and we 
will return them to you so you can have an opportunity to copy them 
before tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Bennett, in accordance with the statement of the 
chairman, I am not going to deal with some of the very interesting 
questions raised by your statement, but I must join you in an expres- 
sion of surprise at the language of the second paragraph on page 1, 
that the Secretary or the Depart tment was quite surpr ised to be notified 
of these hearings. 

Apparently, this is a view to which you also subscribe, because you 
say that this subject was, in your opinion, fully covered by the hear- 
ings of this subcommittee held in San Francisco on September 13 and 

14, 1955. 

My surprise is over the fact that you are surprised. I think that 
the hearings in San Francisco demonstrated clearly the need for 
these additional hearings. At that time, as I recall, no contract had 
been executed with the State of Nevada, and it was then under discus- 
sion with the Department as to whether a new contract would be exe- 
cuted. So that the decision of the Department—notwithstanding the 
inability of the State of Nevada to take delivery of this power—to 
go ahead and execute this contract and continue it for another year is, 
in itself most suprising to me. 

Additionally, we have had another 150,000 kilowatts of power made 
available from the project and we are interested in the Congress as 
to the use being made of that power by the Department of the Interior. 

Then I would call your attention to the fact, and I imagine this 
comes as no surprise to you at all, nor to the Department, that mem- 
bers of the staff of this subcommittee have for some months been 
making inquiries of a nature which must clearly have pointed up to the 
Department the fact that we, as a committee, were interested in the 
Nevada contract, and in the availability of a supply of power for the 
city of Roseville. I just felt it important, in view of your expression 
of surprise to join you and state my feeling of amazement that you 
should be surprised. 

Mr. Encur. May I be recognized also? 

Mr. Cuvporr. As soon as ‘I make a short statement, Congressman 
Engle. I want to join with Congressman Moss in his statement, and 
I just want to make a very short statement as to my feelings. 

As chairman of this subcommittee, I have a duty, and I am tryin to 
earry out this duty. I say that if this subeommittee didn’t do‘as it is 
doing today it would be derelict in its discharge of its duty; and we 
intend to keep i inquiring into the continued failure of the Department 
of the Interior—to ascertain what the Department is doing with this 
enormous additional power in meeting the requirements of “preference 
customers under the law. 

I can see no basis for the smug attitude of the Department in at- 
tempting to tell the subcommittee when it should or should not sched- 
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ule its hearings or determine for the subcommittee whether the subject 
matter of this hearing has been covered in previous hearings. 

We will have hearings every month of the year, . necessary. I 
can’t understand the statement that has been made by Mr. Bennett, 
on behalf of the Department, that they are not in a "le that they 
have to go slow. 

I think that this power is imports int to the people in this valley, and 
it is ver v imports int to the ] peop! le of thee ity of Roseville. It has cost 
them thousands of dollars, and nobody is in a hurry to do anything 
about it. 

We will continue to have hearings. If we don’t get some action by 
these hearings we will have other hearings, and we will keep inves- 
tigating as long as I am chairman of this subcommittee. Congressman 
Engle. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Chairman, I have been in constant touch with the 
Interior Department with respect to this problem, and late as June 
11, 1956, had a letter signed by Mr. Fred Aandahl, Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, in which he stated that it was impossible to answer 
the questions which I had submitted to him, because of the inadequacy 
of the present information which the Department at that time had, 
indicating, of course, the pendency of this matter as a current proposi- 
tion before the Interior De partn 1ent. 

I would like to make this letter of June 11, together with my letter 
of May 3, 1956, requesting their comments on a letter which I sub- 
mitted written by Mr. Paul J. Lunardi, councilman for the city of 
Roseville. : 

I’d like to make all of that a part of the record because it indicates 
that this matter has been the subject of constant attention and pres- 
sure from my office, and, I am sure, from the city of Roseville and 
elsewhere, within very recent months, and that as late as June 11, 1956, 
I was unable to get the information necessary to answer my question, 
because the Department stated that it did not have the information 
itself. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Without objection, let it be made part of the record. 

(The letter referred to hereinabove written by Mr. Engle and dated 
May 3, 1956, is as follows:) 

May 3, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE A. DAVIS, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR MR. Davis: Attached is a copy of a letter I have received from Council- 
man Paul J. Lunardi of Roseville, Calif., in regard to the request of the city of 
Roseville for public power from the Central Valley project. 

I call your attention particularly to the statement in the second full paragraph 
on paragraph on page 2 relative to the availability of power for sale to preference 
customers. Will you please advise me whether this statement is true. Also, 
would you please let me know whether dropping the commitment to deliver 30,000 
kilowatts to Nevada would result in a possible additional source of power for the 
city of Roseville. On April 11 I wrote to Mr. Aandahl protesting the renewal of 
the Nevada contract. The power requested by the city of Roseville is a pittance, 
and it seems to me there is adequate slack in power supply in the Central Valley 
project to take care of it. The city of Roseville is, of course, a preference 
customer. 

I would appreciate your comment on Councilman Lunardi’s letter. I would 
also appreciate your statement as to what can be done with reference to supply- 
ing the power requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAIR ENGLE, Member of Congress. 
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(The letter referred to hereinabove dated June 11, 1956, from Mr. 
Fred Aandahl is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington, D. C., June 11, 1956. 
Hon. CLAtR ENGLE, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. ENGLE: This is in further reply to your letter of May 3, 1956 
which we acknowledged May 11, 1956, requesting our comments on the letter 
which you had received from Mr. Paul J. Lunardi, councilman, city of Roseville, 
relating to the city’s request to the Bureau of Reclamation for Central Valley 
project power. 

The supply conditions at Shasta and Folsom Reservoirs are such that the 
Central Valley project now has, under the terms of the Bureau’s contract with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., for the sale and interchange of power, a total of 
450,000 kilowatts of firm power. For operational reasons, all of this capacity is 
not available for contract commitments by the Bureau as a reserve of about 5 
percent or 22,500 kilowatts is considered necessary. Existing contract obligations 
to preference agencies, together with requests now on hand and those anticipated 
from such agencies for increases to meet their needs, are expected to aggregate 
more than the firm power available for marketing. 

In general, we agree with Mr. Lunardi’s recitation of the facts concerning the 
1945 contract with the Bureau, its cancellation by the city council, the Bureau's 
acknowledgment of notice of the cancellation, and the Bureau’s offer to renew 
contractual relations in 1951. We cannot, however, entirely agree with the con- 
clusion Mr. Lunardi reaches that the contract remained in force until August 
1, 1955. Copies are enclosed of: 

1. City Attorney Spark’s letter of May 25, 1950, to Bureau’s regional director, 
notifying the Bureau of the termination of the 1945 contract. 

2. The Bureau’s regional director’s reply of June 19, 1950, to Mr. Spark’s 
letter. 

3. The Bureau’s regional director’s letter of August 27, 1951, to the city of 
Roseville. 

Review of this correspondence makes it clear that contractual relations 
between the city and the Government ended long before August 1, 1951, the 
termination date in the 1945 contract. The city took the initiative in ending 
these relations for reasons which we are sure were adequate to its officials. 
The city did not act on the Bureau’s 1951 notice that power was available. 

In any event, at the date of Reseville’s application for power on October 14, 
1955, it was not a customer of the Central Valley project of the Bureau. Policy 
does not permit the Bureau to contract with new preference customers until 
it has provided for the requirements of present preference customers. The 
amount of power, if any, that may be available for contracting to new pref- 
erence customers cannot be known until after the present survey of the Bureau 
is completed and we know what the increases requested by present customers 
will be. While we sympathize with Roseville’s problem, we cannot offer any 
encouragement to it at this time that favorable action might be taken on its 
application. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


City oF ROSEVILLE, 
Roseville, Calif., May 25, 1950. 
REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. 

Drar Str: This letter is notice to you that that contract, entered into between 
the United States of America and the city of Roseville, Calif., a municipal 
corporation, dated July 23, 1945, was, by action of the city council of the city 
of Roseville, terminated upon May 24, 1950. 

Very truly yours, 


L. DeWitt Spark, City Attorney. 








‘ 
' 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., June 19, 1950. 
City CouNcInL, 
Roseville, Calif. 


GENTLEMEN : I have a letter dated May 25 from your city attorney, Mr. Spark, 
officially notifying the Bureau of the cancellation of power contract 175r—148, 
entered into in 1945. 

I regret that the Congress has not appropriated the funds required to con- 
struct the transmission lines which would have made possible the fulfillment of 
this contract. At the same time, I wish to express my sincere appreciation of 
the excellent spirit of cooperation manifested by your city in all of its relations 
with the Bureau. 

The Bureau hopes it will be in a position to offer Central Valley project power 
to Roseville in the not too distant future. Funds may be appropriated for this 
purpose during the next fiscal year. Also, you are aware of our present contract 
negotiations with Pacific Gas & Electric Co., which, if consummated, would 
place the Bureau in a position to serve many “preference” customers, including 
Roseville. 

If at any time you feel the Bureau can be of assistance to you, please do not 
hesitate to call upon us. 

Very truly yours, 
RicHarp L. BoKE, 
Regional Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., August 27, 1951. 
The Crry CouNcIL, 
City of Roseville, 
Roseville, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: We are enclosing two copies of a contract (No. 175r—2650) dated 
April 2, 1951, between the United States and Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for elec- 
tric power transmission and exchange service. The California Public Utilities 
Commission, by its order No. 46058, effective on August 27, 1951, authorized the 
company to carry out the terms of this contract. Under the terms and condi- 
tions of this contract, power from the Central Valley project can be delivered 
over facilities of the company to existing preference agencies and Federal estab- 
lishments. The contract will remain in effect until April 2, 1961. 

Under reclamation law, the city of Roseville is a preference customer for the 
sale of Central Valley project power. This power could be delivered over the 
same electric facilities that are now used to serve the city. Contractual arrange- 
ments between the city and the United States covering possible future supply of 
CVP power to the city of Roseville could be discussed at this time. 

It is understood that, during calendar year 1950, the city of Roseville pur- 
chased 10,192,000 kilowatt-hours, with a 2,756 maximum kilowatt demand. 
Based on these figures, the following table shows a comparison of estimated 
annual cost of power purchased from Pacific Gas & Electric Co., using the com- 
pany’s present special contract rate, and the estimated cost of a like amount 
of firm power from the Central Valley project delivered over the company’s 
facilities for the account of the United States under contract No. 175r—2650: 


P. G. & E. power: $75,000 or 7.36 mills per kilowatt-hour 
CVP power: $57,100 or 5.60 mills per kilowatt-hour 


This indicates a reduction in present cost of power of $17,900 annually, or 
about 23.9 percent. It would appear that the city of Roseville could realize in 
the future a similar reduction in its annual power bill by using Central Valley 
project power. 

Should you so desire, further information will be furnished promptly. 

Very truly yours, 
R. S. CALLann, 
Acting Regional Director. 


Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Bennett, I will ask you just two questions that 
have nothing to do with the merits of this thing. I just glanced 
through these letters that you gave us to look at and we are going to 
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continue with tomorrow, and I want to know what this situation is, so 
I can keep things straight in my mind. 

This one that is dated May 31, 1956, reads, ‘ ‘Speed letter airmail to 
regional director, S acramento, C alif., attention 2-4—30.” 

The letter of May 24, 1956, is addressed to the Commissioner, atten- 
tion 630. Do people have numbers in the Department ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, the various divisions and branches do, Con- 
gressman; that is a fact. That is for routing purposes, when corre- 
sponde nce is received in the Department. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Those are file numbers ? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, no; they are actually routing directives indi- 
cating which division has an interest in the matter and which branch, 
and so forth. 

Mr. Cuvporr. I thought maybe you adopted the same system as 
the Air Force does. They use a lot of doubletalk when they get in 
the air for code purposes. 

If there are no further questions, or no further statements, this sub- 
convene at 9:50 a.m., Tuesday, September 25, 1956.) 

(Whereupon the subcommittee was adjourned at 4:55 p. m., to re- 
committee will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 9 : 30. 





AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE 
CUSTOMERS FROM CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1956 


House or REepresENTATIVES, 
SupcoMMItTEE ON Pupitic Works aAnp Resources, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Roseville, Calif. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a. m., in the 
Legion Hall, Roseville, Calif., Representative Earl Chudoff (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Earl Chudoff, presiding; John 
FE. Moss, Jr.; and Clair Engle. 

Also present: James A. Lanigan, counsel for the subcommittee; 
Clarence Winder, consultant; Arthur Perlman, staff director of the 
subcommittee; and J. P. Carlson, minority counsel for the Committee 
on Government Operations of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Cuuporr. The subcommittee will be in order. 

We will resume this morning with Mr. Spencer. Mr. Spencer, will 
you come up, please? 

(Mr. C. H.. Spencer, regional director, Bureau of Reclamation, re- 
sumed the witness stand.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Spencer, when you were testifying yesterday, 
the subcommittee counsel and consultant made requests for certain 
material which you told us you would do your best to meet. I wonder 
if you have succeeded in getting all or part for us? 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF CLYDE H. SPENCER, REGIONAL DIREC- 
TOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION; ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE 
ANTHONY, CHIEF OF POWER OPERATIONS, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, I think I have it all, and we will in- 
troduce it, if that is your wish. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Will you hand it up to the subcommittee counsel 
at this time, Mr. Spencer ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. The first is a copy of each one of the letters 
of June 13 to present preference customers and Government agencies, 
requesting them to give us their idea of increased needs for power. 

The next one is a schedule R2F2, which was requested by the sub- 
committee consultant. 

The next one is Power Operations for 1955 and 1956. This is a 
compilation of information on gross generation, transmission, losses, 
project uses, preference agency use, P. G. & E. Co. use, power pur- 
chased, nondependable, and overminimum monthly contract require- 
ments for kilowatt-hours, and the wheeling costs. I think this one 
will give Mr. Winder about all of the information which he requested. 


103 





104 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


He will find that the preference customers used in January some 
220,774 kilowatts, and the P. G. & E. had 79,226. The sum of those 
2, allowing for losses—no, the sum of those 2 is exactly right—300,000, 
the firm capacity. 

Now, in December of 1955, we show load growth of preference 
agencies 260,492, and the P. G. & E. at 39,508. I believe those are 
the two numbers which Mr. Winder asked for an explanation, as to 
why or how we amended the contract. It was not an amendment 
to the contract at all. It is the difference between preference-agency 
growth and the 300,000. P. G. & E. gets the difference in both cases. 

The next one which the subcommittee asked to have placed in the 
record is the letter of August 3 from the regional director, Sacramento, 
to the Commissioner, Washington, D. C., “Marketing of additional 
Folsom and Nimbus power, Central Valley project—region 2,” and 
the letter of May 24, 1956, from the regional director to the Commis- 
sioner, the same subject. 

I believe that is all that was asked. If not, I will be glad to try 
and get the rest of it. 

(Except as expressly indicated otherwise, each of the documents 
referred to either follows below or is cited to the point in this 
transcript where it actually appears. ) 

(Below are two letters typical of those sent to all preference cus- 
tomers other than the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and 
Ames Aeronautical Laboratory. Similar letters to other preference 
customers are in the committee’s files. ) 

JUNE 15, 1956. 
DIstTRICT PUBLIC WORKS OFFICER, 
District Public Works Office, 
12th Naval District, San Bruno, Calif. 

DEAR Sir: Some time ago, we acknowledged and explained our inability at 
the time to honor your request, made under paragraph 5 (b) of our agreement 
for electric service to United States Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Calif., 
dated August 27, 1951, contract No. 175r-3377, for an increase in the contract 
rate of delivery. However, we also indicated that it might be possible for us 
to make the contract change when additional firm power from the Central Valley 
project was available. 

We now have some additional firm power for sale by reason of the contribu- 
tion from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants to the Central Valley project’s 
firm power supply. We plan to take action by July 15, 1956, on all requests 
for increases in contract rates of delivery. We urge you, therefore, to inform 
us promptly whether you now wish a contract change in accordance with your 
previous request, or what your wishes are in the matter. Your attention is 
-alled to the minimum monthly billing provision in the R2—-F2 rate schedule 
applicable under the agreement, which is as follows: “Minimum bill: $1 per 
month per kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery.” 

In order for us to evaluate all requests in relation to the available firm power, 
please furnish us with your estimates of the annual maximum kilowatt demand 
and annual kilowatt-hours for fiscal years 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1968 for Moffett 
Field. 

The above estimates are also needed at this time under our power. contracts 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. These contracts require that we inform 
the company annually of the estimated electric power requirement for the en- 
suing 4-year period of loads of the United States and its customers. The com- 
pany uses this information in planning for the firm power requirements of the 
area pursuant to our contract with the company for integration and firming of 
project power so as best to meet the combined loads of both parties: and to 
justify the installation of facilities for the delivery of project power under the 
wheeling contract. 

Your attention is directed to paragraph B of the general power contract pro- 
visions of our agreement with vou which reads as follows: 
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“The contractor may from time to time, in the absence of objection by the con- 
tracting officer, use energy at rates greater than the contract rate of delivery in 
effect for each type of service provided for in this contract, but such greater use 
shail not be deemed to establish in the contractor any right thereto and the con- 
tractor shall cease any such greater use whenever and for the periods of time 
requested by the contracting officer.” 

While in the past it has not been necessary for us to restrict the use of energy 
to the contract rate of delivery, we anticipate that it will be necessary for us to 
do this in the near future. Thereafter, use would be limited permanently to the 
contract rate of delivery. It will be necessary, therefore, for you to make ar- 
rangements for additional power from another source. This arrangement should 
be effectuated promptly so that when your use of Central Valley project energy 
is restricted by us to your contract rate of delivery you will have an assured out- 
side source of power, and the necessary changes in our agreement with you can 
be made. 

Since we expect to determine, on or about July 15, what increase may be made 
in your existing contract rate of delivery, please let us know by that date what 
your decision is with respect to making arrangements for an additional power 
supply. Changes in our agreement with you will be dependent on your conclusion 
of such arrangements. 

We desire to obtain promptly the 4-year estimates for the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., and the amount of your request for an increase in the contract rate of 
delivery. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Revional Director. 





JUNE 13, 1956. 
THE PRESIDENT, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION District, 
Willows, Calif. 

Dear Sir: We now have some additional firm power for sale by reason of the 
contribution from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants to the Central Valley 
project’s firm power supply. We plan to take action by July 15, 1956, on all re- 
quests for increases in contract rates of delivery. We urge you, therefore, to in- 
form us promptly whether or not you wish to increase the contract rate of delivery 
under paragraph 3 (b) of our contract No. 14—-06—200—401 dated February 9, 1953, 
for electric service to the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District. Your attention is 
ealled to the minimum monthly billing provisions in the R2-P1 rate schedule 
under the contract, which is as follows: 

“Minimum bill: The monthly minimum charge shall be $1 per kilowatt of the 
contract rate or rates of delivery in effect during such month, except that during 
the period specified as seasonal service months, there will be no monthly minimum 
charge but in lieu thereof a seasonal minimum charge shall apply which shall be 
equal to the product of $1 times the number of seasonal service months times the 
sum of the kilowatts of contract rates of delivery for seasonal pumping service 
and firm power service, if any.” 

In order for us to evaluate all requests in relation to the available firm power, 
please furnish us with your estimates of the annual maximum kilowatt demand 
and annual kilowatt-hours for fiscal years 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960 for the 
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District. 

The above estimates are also needed at this time under our power contracts 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. These contracts require that we inform the 
company annually of the estimated electric power requirements for the ensuing 
4-year period of loads of the United States and its customers. The company uses 
this information in planning for the firm power requirements of the area pursuant 
to our contract with the company for integration and firming of project power 
so as best to meet the combined loads of both parties; and to justify the installa- 
tion of facilities for the delivery of project power under the wheeling contract. 

Your attention is directed to paragraph B of the general power contract provi- 
sions of our contract with you which reads as follows: 

“The contractor may from time to time, in the absence of objection by the 
contracting officer, use energy at rates greater than the contract rate of delivery 
in effect for each type of service provided for in this contract but such greater 
use shall not be deemed to establish in the contractor any right thereto and the 
contractor shall cease any such greater use whenever and for the periods of time 
requested by the contracting officer.” 





106 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


While in the past it has not been necessary for us to restrict the use of energy 
to the contract rate of delivery, we anticipate that it will be necessary for us to 
do this in the near future. Thereafter, use would be limited permanently to the 
contract rate of delivery. It will be necessary, therefore, for you to make arrange- 
ments for additional power from another source. This arrangement should be 
effectuated promptly so that when your use of Central Valley project energy is 
restricted by us to your contract rate of delivery you will have an assured outside 
source of power, and the necessary changes in our contract with you can be made. 

Since we expect to determine, on or about July 15, what increase may be made 
in your existing contract rate of delivery, please let us know by that date what 
your decision is with respect to making arrangements for an additional power 
supply. Changes in our contract with you will be dependent on your conclusion 
of such arrangements. 

We desire to obtain promptly the 4-year estimates for the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. and the amount of your request for an increase in the contract rate 
of delivery. 

Very truly yours, 
C, H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


UnIrep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGION 2 


(Schedule R2-—F2 supersedes schedule R2-F1) 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 
INTERIM SCHEDULE OF RATES FOR WHOLESALE FIRM POWER SERVICE 


Effective : August 1, 1950. 

Available: In the area served by the Central Valley project. 

Applicable: To wholesale power customers for light and power service sup 
plied through one meter at one point of delivery. Not applicable to standby or 
auxiliary service or to the sale of dump energy. 

Character and conditions of service: Alternating current, 60 cycles, 3-phase, 
normally delivered and metered at the low-voltage side of substation. 

Monthly rate: 

Demand charge: $0.75 per kilowatt of billing demand. 

Energy charge: First 180 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 
4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Next 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

All over 260 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 2 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

Minimum bill: $1 per month per kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery. 

Billing demand: The billing demand will be the highest 30-minute integrated 
demand measured during the month. 

Adjustments: 

For character and conditions of service: If delivery is made at transmis- 
sion voltage so that the United States is relieved of substation costs, 5-percent 
discount will be allowed on the demand and energy charges. 

For transformer losses: If delivery is made at transmission voltage but 
metered at the low-voltage side of customer’s substation, the meter readings 
will be increased 2 percent to compensate for transformer losses. 

For power factor: None. The customer will normally be required to main- 
tain a power factor at the point of delivery of not less than 90-percent lagging, 
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(The regional director’s letters of August 3 and May 24, 1956, ap- 
pear in the record following the end of Mr. Elmer Bennett’s prepared 
statement. ) 

Mr. Wrinper. Now, Mr. Spencer 

Mr. Cuvporr. Mr. W inder, would you just yield to me for one 
question—or I should say, one comment? 

Mr. Spencer, I just want to say that we certainly appreciate your 
cooperation in getting this material together for the subcommittee. I 
understand that your “staff worked until 3 o’clock in the morning, and I 
know that we can better study the subject because of the fact that we 
have all the information you gave us this morning, and shall not have 
to wait for it until we return to Washington; and I want to thank you 
on behalf of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Srencer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sure my staff will 
feel grateful for those compliments. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Mr. Winder. 

Mr. Wrnver. Mr. Spencer, without analyzing the data that you 
just presented me, does it include the monthly peak demands and the 
dates of those peak demands over the years 1955 and 1956—first 6 
weeks- -by the P. G. & E.? 

Mr. Srencer. Just a moment. If I may, I would like to ask Mr. 
Anthony, under whose supervision this table was made out, to answer 
that question for you. I will bring him up. 

(George Anthony, superintendent of power for region 2, joined Mr. 
Spencer on the witness stand.) 

Mr. Spencer. For the record, this is Mr. George Anthony, superin- 
tendent of power for region 2. 

Mr. Winper. I might ask, of the amounts shown as monthly maxi- 
mum kilowatt capac ity under gross generation, if that can be broken 
down between P. G. & E. requirements and the requirements of United 
States customers? This is a gross, and I was after was the 
P. G. & E.’s peaks, other than the United States customers. 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I am not sure. George, do you understand just 
what it is he wants? I don’t understand that P. G. & E. has any de- 
mands which we have to supply. They get all the energy and capacity 
over and above our preference customers on our own contracts, but 
they can’t demand that we generate specifically for them. 

Mr. Wiper. In lieu of that, is it possible to charge the total de- 
mands by all customers in such a way as to determine accurately— 
that is by meter measurement—what the demand is on the P. G. & E. 
system? This is all by mathematics, isn’t it? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Anrnony. That is right. 

Mr. Wrvper. That is not a metered figure, except gross? 

Mr. Anrnony. This figure that you see in the left-hand column is 
what we thought that you asked for, what is the maximum demand 
or the peak of the plants for the month. That is based on the water 
available and the availability of the generating equipment. 

Mr. WinpvEr. Does this chart that you have just handed the sube ‘om- 
mittee indicate the billing demand, both classes, on P. G. & E.? 

Mr. Antuony. No, sir; it does not include the billing demand. Cor- 
rection, please ; that does include the billing demand on P. G. & E. 
in the hrst column. In January, the bi ling demand of the firm for 
P. G. & E. would be 79,226 kilowatts. Now, on the kilowatt-hours, the 








AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 109 


billing would be on the basis of the rate schedule applied to the 79,226. 

Mr. Winper. The next column to that is kilowatt-hour. I notice 
that is zero. Is that carried in some other column? 

Mr. ANTHON X. Well, if you will notice in the column under “Pref- 
erence agencies,” we show kilowatt-hour use by the preference agencies 
of 102,734,204. The requirements under the contract were not—well, 
let me put it this way—that the customer use for firm power was in 
excess of the firm power delivered to P. G. & E. Yet, on the basis of 
the contract that was our requirement for delivery, 9, 102,902 was all 
we were required to deliver under the contract. I beg your pardon; it 
is 152,177,700. And in the right-hand column, “Over minimum 
monthly contract requirements, kilowatt-hours,” we have 37,376,129, 
and at that time there was no nondependable made available because 
we were going through a conversion period of delivering nondepend- 
able to two preference agencies, Ames Laboratory, and Mare Island 

naval establishment. 

Mr. Wrinver. In other words, from a bookkeeping standpoint, P. G. 
& E. had access to firm capacity of 79,226 kilowatts. 

Mr. Anruony. That is right. 

Mr. Winper. And that was out of a total 480,680 generation net. 
Mr. Anrnony. That is right. That 79,226, you would also have 
to add into that the 220,774, “which would make up the 300,000 firm. 
Then the difference between the 300,000 and the available 480,680 at 
generation, which you will see in the left-hand column, was delivered 

to P. G. & E. 

Mr. Winver. And the same procedure would follow kilowatt-hours 
as follows demand. 

Mr. Anruony. That is correct. 

Mr. Wrinper. Following down that column to August, I notice that 
there is a material dropoff in kilowatt capacity available to P. G. & E. 
from 69,000 plus to 49,000 plus, but currently an increase in kilowatt- 
hours available. Would you advise us how that comes about ? 

Mr. Antuony. Yes. You will notice, too, that 47,568 was the P. G. 
& E. difference between the 300,000 and the 252,632 that went to the 
preference agencies. Also, in August the requirements under the con- 
tract were 550 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt, as compared to the January 
requirements of 160 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt. 

Mr. Wrnpver. Now, would you 

Mr. Spencer. May I add to that just a moment? You will under- 
stand—and I am sure everyone should understand—that the amount 
of power which we generate depends on the amount of water which 

we will make available for generation. In August we have a big 
irrigation load, so we have lots of water available. In Januar y, espe- 
cl ially in a dry year like 1955, we cut releases from Shasta to a mini- 
mum, and while we have generating units we do not have energy to 
back up this capacity. 

If you will notice, in the first column, in January the monthly maxi- 
mum capacity was 480, 000. In August it was — 000 — We didn’ t 
have any more units in August than we had in January, but the units 

couldn’t qualify in January because we wouldn’t make the water avail- 
able to operate them. 

Mr. Winper. Then, if you will follow that column down there, Mr. 
Spencer, you will see in December the peak was 606,470; is that 
correct ? 
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Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Winper. Then, in the January following that, you only dropped 
off 10,000 kilowatts; is that correct? 

_ Mr. Sprencer. That is correct. You might or might not have heard 
of the floods which we had in California in December of 1955 and Jan- 
uary of 1956. We had water for all of our units, I assure you, in those 
2 months. 

Mr. Wrnper. In order that the committee might more readily under- 
stand it, out of the 606,000 plus kilowatt-hours’ demand upon gross 
generation, of that preference agencies established a demand of 260,- 
492; is that correct? 

Mr. Srencer. That’s correct. Their demands on this firm—con- 
tract or contracts we have for firm power—they don’t change on the 
basis of water. We are obligated to meet those demands, whether 
we have water or not. If we don’t have water, we have to buy 
the energy from P. G. & E. 

Mr. Winver. Referring to that same column again, Mr. Spencer, 
the demands under “Preference agencies” vary from a minimum of 
206,095, which is the month of April, to a maximum in December of 
260,492. Were these actual established demands or are they some 
form of contract demands ? 

Mr. Anruony. These contract demands of the preference agencies 
are the demands that you stated, are the actual recorded totalized 
demands of the preference agencies, by months. 

Mr. Winpver. And those were the deliveries that actually occurred 
by the P. G. & E. to those preference consumers ¢ 

Mr. Antuony. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winper. They are not necessarily concurrent with the de- 
mands of the P. G. & E., as a wheeling agency, on the Bureau power- 
plant ? 

Mr. Antuony. No, sir. Those are the coincidental of the agencies 
themselves. 

Mr. Winpver. For the moment, Mr. Chairman, he has given me the 
data I want. I want to study this. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I would like to interrupt the proceedings at this 
time to say that as to the gentleman who has been your technical 
adviser, I didn’t think he was going to testify at length. Now, if you 
are going to have him testify any further, Mr. Spencer, I am going to 
have to swear him. 

Mr. Srencer. Excuse me. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Is he going to testify any further at length? 

Mr. Spencer. I would like to have him answer any questions 
about 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you please stand? What is your full name? 

Mr. Antnony. My name is George Anthony. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Raise your right hand, please. Do you solemnly 
swear that the testimony you are about to give before this subcom- 
mittee and the testimony that you gave to the subcommittee prior 
to being sworn is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Mr. Antuony. I do. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Would you identify yourself, and give your address, 
for the record and the reporter ? 
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Mr. AnrHony. My name is George Anthony. I am Chief of Power 
Bore for the Bureau of Reclamation. My address is 2204 Byron 
Road, Sacramento 21. 

Mr. Carveonm Mr. Lanigan, do you want to proceed with the 
questioning of Mr. Spencer? 

Mr. Lanican. Yes; [ have a few questions. You supplied us with 
a memorandum of August 3, 1956, Mr. Spencer, which contains certain 
recommendations that. you made regarding the Central Valley project 
power, Have you sent any later rec ommendations to the Department 
of the Interior since August 3, 1956 ? 

Mr. Spencer. No later recommendations. 

Mr. Lanigan. And this is the last recommendation of the regional 
office, is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, I mentioned yesterday a letter of July 27, 
1956, from Mr. Dexheimer to the chairman of the subcommittee, in 
which he made certain estimates of maximum simultaneous demand 
for the years through the duration of your contract with the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co.—that is, March 1961—and to which certain charts 
were attached, showing the monthly estimated load of your current 
preference customers, and you had indicated that at that moment you 
were not familiar with those figures. I wonder if you have been 
able to locate them during the evening? 

Mr. Spencer. No, sir; I did not over the evening, but I will have 
to be frank; I forgot that July 27 letter. 

Mr. Lanicgan. I see. Perhaps Mr. Arnold can enlighten us as 
to whether or not his division supplied these figures, if he is still 
here. 

Mr. Spencer. I wonder if you mean Mr.—- 

Mr. Laniean. Anthony; pardon me. Is Mr. Anthony here? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes. As I recall your statement, the one figure that 
I couldn’t identify was a load of 350,000 for SMUD—Sacramento 
Municipal Utility ‘District. Is that 

Mr. Tc IGAN. That was one of sages ree 1960; that is right. 

Mr. Srencer. And that was in this July 27 

Mr. Lanican. That was in the charts sila shed to the July 27 letter, 
and then the—maybe if I read these figures you can tell us whether 
either of you gentlemen can recall whether the source of these figures 
was your office. The figure shown for the maximum simultaneous 
demand in July to December 1956, was 322,900 kilowatts; and 1957, 
358,400 kilowatts; 1958, 390,500 kilowatts; 1959, 436,200 kilowatts; 
1960, 476,200 kilowatts; and January to March 1961, 436,500 kilowatts. 

Does either of you recall supplying those figures to the Washington 
office of the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. Srencer. Neither one of us recalls sending them. If you will 
look at the letter of May 24, 1956, we gave some figures for fiscal 
year 1956 that approximates 328,460; fiscal year 1957, 351,210; fiscal 

year 1958, 375,410; fiscal year 1959, 399,610; fiscal year 1960, 422,610. 
If I understand the letter of July 27, which you refer to—and cer- 
tainly it goes for this letter of mine of May 24 and our August 3—all 
of those are estimates, based on various declarations or estimates of 
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agencies of our own rate, and our own employees who try to keep track 
and try to estimate the load growths of all of our customers, so that 
if they are based on a little later information or a little additional 
information, they usually end up with a different figure. Approxi- 
mately, they agree pretty well. 

Mr. Lanigan. Have you had occasion to revise the estimates which 
you made in your letter of May—was it 24—1956 ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. We did in the August 3 letter. 

Mr. Lanican. And your August 3 letter contains your last 
estimates ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is the last complete estimate of the present cus- 
tomers, based on their letters in reply to our letter of June 27, which 
you have. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, in the August 3 letter you make two basic as- 
sumptions; or rather make a recommendation conditioned on two 
basic assumptions. You indicate that one was that the Nevada con- 
tract not be renewed, and I believe the second was that the Moffett 
Field contract not be raised above 50,000 kilowatts of firm power. 

Mr. Srencer. May I correct that? Not Moffett Field; the Ames 
Laboratory. 

Mr. Laniean. Ames Laboratory, which is at Moffett; but I meant 
the Ames Laboratory. Then you felt there was power available that 
could be supplied to Roseville, at least for the duration of the P. G. & E. 
contract; was that correct ? 

Mr. Srencer. No. That is only partially correct. There was a 
third one, that each present customer have an arrangement with 
P. G. & E. or its own generating equipment to take care of any 
increase in load over the face value of the contract. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, I have two questions regarding that particular 
statement. First, am I correct in assuming that you would not re- 
quire the customers to have backup power from P. G. & E., if they 
had their own generating facilities to back them up? 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. I say P. G. & E., because the chair- 
man yesterday said that they were the only ones able to supply it, 
and I think my recommendation was on the basis of an alternate sup- 
ply, and there is just this one customer—Mare Island—that has its 
own generating equipment. 

Mr. Lanican. There is one other Navy facility which has a small 
diesel backup plant, is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. It is possible, but I do not think they have one capa- 
ble of taking over a very great amount of load. 

Mr. Laniaan. In your letter of August 3 you state that the prefer- 
ence customers have indicated that they are making arrangements 
to back up the Bureau contracts, and I think you state that all of 
them had made such indications. Could you tell us what your ex- 
perience has been on their efforts and on their response to your re- 
quest that they back up their contracts with the Bureau ? 

Mr. Srencer. Well, I don’t understand what you mean by experi- 
ence. They all wrote letters in reply to our July—or our June 27 
letter, agreeing that, if given the additional power which they had re- 
quested they would make arrangements, and some of them even told us 
of talking to Pacific Gas & Electric about this taking over in the same 
manner which Pacific Gas & Electric now does with both SMUD and 
the Ames Laboratory. 
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Mr. Lanican. So then your statement is that each customer has 
now indicated to you that if its contract is increased in the amount 
that it requested, it would make the backup arrangements, and indi- 
cated that they are willing to make such an agreement with you! 

Mr. Spencer. I think, in the absence of reading each one of those 
letters and refreshing my memory on it, I would say that we did not 
have anyone refuse to do that, rather than to say that they would, 
because I know some of them had not as yet talked to Pacific Gas & 
Electric about the arrangement. But some of them had. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, I wanted to ask you about a letter that you 
wrote on July 21 of 1955 to Mr. Sutherland of the Pacific Gas & Elec- 
iric Co., in which you indicate the amount of wheeling that might be 
required and the amount of power that might be required for various 
customers, and among the items that you list the fourth item is for 
delivery to the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, 33,000 kilo- 
watts and 98,340,000 kilowatt- hours for each fiscal year—1956, 1957, 
1958, and 1959. I note that that is prior to the time you negotiated 
your amendment to the contract with P. G. & E.. raising the kilowatt 
demand to 450,000. But I assume that you assumed there would be 
some increase. Could you tell us where you intended to get the power 
te deliver to the Colorado River Commission of Nevada, as indicated 
in this letter? I will show you the letter, if you like. 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I will admit that I do not recall any letters of 
1955, but I don’t understand the question about where we were going to 
get the power. At the time we had total contracts—firm contracts— 
for approximately 267,000 kilowatts, and we had 300,000, so if you will 
add 267,000 to 33,000, you get exactly 300,000, which is firm contracts, 
our firm ¢ apabilities at the time this letter was written. It would come 
out of the CVP generating system. 

Mr. Lanican. In other words, you felt at that time, that out of the 
300,000, you would be able to meet the contingent demand of the Colo- 
rado River Commission if it succeeded in securing wheeling arrange- 
ments, is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is right. It was part of our firm contracts, and 
we have never at any time had firm contracts in excess—with a face 
value in excess of the 300,000. 

Mr. Lanican. If we could have the letter back, the chairman an- 
nounced at the beginning of the meeting that certain data supplied 
by the various agencies would be placed in the record, in the appendix, 
and for that reason the material which has been previously supplied 
we will not put in the record at this time, since it will all go in, and 
proper notation will be made in the record as to where it can be found 
in the appendix. 

(The letter referred to appears as appendix A.) 

Mr. Lanican. Now, attached to Mr. Bennett's statement there was 
a table 3, entitled “The Central Valley Project, Region 2, Tabulating 
of Load Data, in Kilowatts, September 17, 1956,” in which are listed 
various factors—the contract rates of delive ‘ry, present and requested, 
and the contractors’ own load estimate for the year 1960. I would like 
to ask you this: Was this chart or table prepared by your regional 
office here ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; it was prepared from data which was submitted 
to Washington, and it was checked by the regional office when it was 
returned from Washington, and we agreed with it. 
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Mr. Laniean. I see. Now, on the first item in the table, you list 
Sacramento anaes Utility District, contractors’ load estimate, in 
the year 1960, as 310,000 kilowatts; whereas its contract is for 290,000. 
And you told us yesterday that you knew that the district had backup 
from Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and also some generation of its own 
that it is building. Would you anticipate that you will deliver 310,000 
kilowatts to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District in 1960, or do 
you anticipate that it will get the 290,000 ? 

Mr. Spencer. Based on present conditions, present generating 
equipment, I would say that 1t would still be 290,000 in 1960. If you 
will note that the sum total of these contractors’ own load estimates 
in the year 1960 is 606,942. As of today we have 450,000 kilowatts; 
and until such time as the Trinity project is constructed and in opera- 
tion—and again dependent on who builds the power facilities—the 
150,000 kilowatts is all we will have in 1960 and 1961. 

Mr. Lanicgan. Well, to get to the second customer listed, Ames Lab- 
oratory is listed as having a load estimate of 200,000 kilowatts in 1960; 
and again you testified, I believe, it is commonly known that Ames has 
a backup contr: ict with P. G. & E. after its demand passes 50,000 kilo- 
watts. In the absence of Trinity coming in prior to 1960, would you 
see any possibility at all of supplying Ames Labor: atory with 200,000 
kilowatts of firm power / 

Mr. Spencer. No; I do not. 

Mr. Lanigan. Do you know how much of the 200,000 kilowatts 
contained in the load estimate would be firm and how much might 
be nonfirm power ? 

Mr. Spencer. Al] 200,000 in this one is firm. If you are interested 
in the load characteristics for Ames, I am sure Mr. Freeman, who is 
here in the hall, would be glad to explain their load problems. 

Mr. Laniaan. Do you have any figures that you have received or 
that you have used to compute wha* the load factor of Ames Labor: 
tory would be over 50,000 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Spencer. No; I do not. 

Mr. Lanigan. Now, as a matter of fact, you show here that the 
Ames request for additional power is only up to a hundred thousand 
kilowatts. That is in the second column. Do you have any requests 
from Ames to deliver over a hundred thousand kilowatts of firm power 
from the Central Valley project? 

Mr. Spencer. Attached to Mr. Bennett’s letter or statement are 2 
letters from Mr. Chamberlain, executive officer of the National Ad- 
visory Committee for Aeronautics, which is Ames, and in that letter, 
if you care to have me read it, of May 24, they state the Ames Labora- 
tory load will go up to 260,000 kilowatts, and they made that request 
back in 1953. We were certainly in no position to entertain that kind 
of load, and so told them. 

Mr. Lanican. And then, in their August 15 letter, they say: 

If it were possible to make available to NACA as much as 50,000 kilowatts, it 
is estimated that the initial savings would be over $100,000. 

In effect, they ask for 50,000 additional kilowatts; is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. They have been asking for this 50,000 ever since the 
additional generation at Folsom and Keswick came on the line, and 
we only gave them a total of 26,000 additional, from 24,000 to 50,000. 
At that time they wanted 200,000. They are still pleading for this 
50.000, 
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Mr. Lanican. I am curious as to this in the May letter, to which you 
referred. Ames says they need 260,000 kilowatts. You have them 
listed as requesting a hundred thousand kilowatts. Where do you get 
the load estimate of 200,000 ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. As I said, this table was made out in Washington, 
and I understand that there was some telephone conversation and 

maybe wheedling in the Department of Interior with Mr. Chamberlain 
and the Interior and Bureau of Reclamation officials, when they came 
up with this 200,000. 

Mr. Laniean. In other words, you have no data in your own office 
to support 200,000, as compared with 260,000 or 100,000; is that cor- 
rect ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. That iscorrect. If you will understand, this installa- 
tion over there has enormous power requirements for their test equip- 
ment. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, even if we take the request for Ames for an ad- 
ditional 50,000 kilowatts on the basis of your requests from your 
other contract customers, would you be able to supply Ames with 
50,000 additional kilowatts of firm power and meet the requests of 
your other preference customers ? 

Mr. Spencer. No. 

Mr. Lanican. So, if in table 3, we reduce Ames to 50,000, and Sacra- 

mento Municipal Utility District to 290,000, we eliminate about 170 
kilowatts of this 606,000; is that correct ? 

Mr. Spencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanican. Would that leave you with some power to supply ad- 
ditional customers, provided these backup contracts are made, as you 
have requested ? 

Mr. Speencer. Well, I think if my understanding of your arithme- 
tic is right, you are right back tomy August 3 letter, in which I showed 
that we had enough if we did not give Ames any additional and did not 
give SMUD any additional. 

Mr. Laniean. And I think you have testified you believe you can- 
not give Ames 50,000 addition: ul and still keep w ithin your 450,000, is 
that your testimony ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. Fifty thousand is no magic figure 
with Ames. They would take 16,000 or 26,000 or any other additional. 

Mr. Laniaan. Now, at one time Ames had a contract for nonfirm or 
nondependable power with the Bureau of Reclamation. Could you 
tell us, in your own words, what occurred to terminate that contract 
for nondependable power ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. This would be a rather long-winded story if you want 
all the details in it, because it took a year or 2 of negotiations and 
problems of trying to get rid of the contract which, frankly, was a 
contract in region 2 when Spencer came to region 2. I do not know 
all the background about——— 

Mr. Lanican. Could you tell us what difficulties occurred leading to 
the termination of the contract ? 

Mr. Srencer. Well, the contract called for a lot of capacity and a 
small energy use. The 300,000 kilowatts, which we had with only 
somewhere around 525,000 total capacity, is not adapted to that kind 
of a load. Ames wished to have power on demand so that they could 
push a switch and jump a load from a few thousand—five or ten 
thousand—up to a hundred and seventy-five thousand, and then they 
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wanted to be able to pull that switch in maybe a few minutes, a few 
hours, or a few days. We have this contract with Pacific Gas & 
Electric, where they agree to firm up 300 megawatts—300,000 kilo- 
watts—and no more. Well, at the time that Ames might want a 
hundred and seventy-five thousand, our preference customers and our 
own uses might be so large that we would have to cut them off or we 
would exceed our contract arrangements with Pacific Gas & Electric. 
So it was necessary to negotiate a change with Ames and to get rid 
of these nondependable short-time dem: ands for big capacity and a 
small amount of energy, and after several sessions “with the NACA 
people in Washington and here in Sacramento, we were able to revise 
this contract and get rid of all the nondependable demands on the 
Central Valley system. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, under your contract with the Pacifie Gas & 
Electric Co., you can deliver nondependable power to a Federal agency ; 
is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. I think that that is open to question, whether we 

can or can’t. There was a letter of intent several years ago, before my 
time, saying that we were not going to do it. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, do you have a copy of the letter of — 
which you could supply the subcommittee? I am not asking for 
right now, but at your convenience in the next few days? 

Mr. Srencer. Yes, [ can. 

Mr. Lanigan. How much nondepend: able power are you selling 
to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. at the present time? How mue h 
nondependable capacity—let’s put it—have you declared is available 
for the next 7-month period ? 

Mr, Anruony. The present nondependable capacity is 60,000. 

Mr, LaniGan. That is what you have declared to the P.G. & E. I 
believe it is a 7-month period that your declaration holds; is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Antony. Sixty days’ notice, plus 5 months of continued oper- 
ation at 60,000. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, let me ask you this: You had, Mr. Spencer, 
I believe, when you came to the area, two Federal customers who were 
taking nondependable capacity. One was the Mare Island Naval 
Base and the other was the Ames Laboratory. Did the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. ever send you any letter stating that the delivery of 
nondependable c apac ity was contrary to the contract with the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. ? 

Mr, Spencer. I am not sure about the letters at all, though I 
suspect they did. But they have at various times verbally objected 
to it because of the same letter of intent which was sent to them before 
my time; the one which I promised to put in the record. 

Mr. Lantcan. Could you send us all correspondence that you have 
in your files between your office and the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
relating to the question of delivery of nondependable power? 

Mr. Srencer. [f it is demanded by the subcommittee, yes. 

Mr. LaniGan. Well, it is a request. 

Mr. Seencer. O. K. 

Mr. Lanigan. Would you request that ? 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr, Spencer, would you please, for the subcom- 
mittee’s use, supply those documents requested by counsel ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes, sir. 


rf. 


-.’ —-_ * 
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(The following correspondence subsequently was submitted by Mr. 
i : : 
Spencer :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
November 26, 1951. 
{Teletype ] 


To: Commissioner. Attention: 2-630. 
Subject: Confirmation of Bureau policy with respect to sale of nondependable 
capacity and energy. 

We intend to send Pacific Gas & Electric Co. a letter, as previously promised, 
confirming statements made to Mr. Robert Gerdes, general counsel for the com- 
pany, during meetings with Mr. McPhail and cthers last August in Washington 
concerning the then-proposed contract with the company for the sale and inter- 
change of power. This letter would state that it is the policy of the Bureau 
to sell nondependable capacity and energy only to wholesale power customers 
who have and maintain generating equipment in operating condition capable of 
serving loads on short notice and only to the extent that such generating equip- 
ment, as limited by transmission and substation facilities, is able to carry the 
cistomer’s load when nondependable capacity and energy is not available, all 
as set forth in the Statement of Principles and Procedures With Respect to the 
Sale of Secondary and Dump Energy, attached to the Commissioner's mem- 
crandum dated June 10, 1947, to Secretary Krug, approved on July 3, 1947. 

Please inform as soon as possible whether there have been any changes in this 
policy so that we may proceed accordingly. 

Please inform also if it is contrary to Bureau policy to contract for supply of 
interruptible power to such loads as industrial plants having no generating 
capacity but which could agree to shut down their operations in case of a power 
shortage such as the basis on which Bonnevilte Power Administration supplies 
some aluminum-plant load. 

BOKE. 

Approved by: 

RicHArD L. Boke. 


WASHINGTON, November 28, 1951. 
Regional Director. Attention 2-680 Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. 
Subject: Confirmation of Bureau policy with respect to sale of nondependable 
capacity and energy. 

Reurtt SC-WA-814. There has been no change in policy regarding secondary 
and dump energy which is as stated in your message. We concur that letter 
confirming such should be sent to company. Regarding supplying power to in- 
dustrial loads on interruptible basis, Bureau not now serving and has had no re- 
quests for service Oozaglzarqhdwe [sic]. Consider it presently undesirable to 
sell on such basis, except possibly for defense industries, as market seems en- 
tirely capable of absorbing all nonfirm power on present marketing plan. 


MARKWELL, Assistant. 


DeceEMBER 11, 1951. 
Paciric GAs & ELEcrTrIc Co., 
San Francisco, Calif. 
(Attention : Mr. R. H. Gerdes.) 


GENTLEMEN : I am writing to confirm statements of the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
heretofore established policy with respect to the sale of nondependable capacity 
and energy, which were made by our representatives to Mr. Gerdes during the 
course of negotiation of our contract with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for the sale 
and interchange of electric power and energy, dated October 3, 1951. That policy 
has been and now is to make nondependable capacity and energy available only to 
wholesale customers who have and maintain generating equipment in operating 
condition capable of serving load on short notice at any time, and only to the 
extent that such generating equipment, as limited by transmission and substation 
facilities, is able to carry the customer’s load when nondependable capacity and 
energy is not available. 
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There is not at this time an approved Central Valley project rate schedule appli- 
cable to this class of service. However, we anticipate that one will be put into 
effect in the near future. We will be glad to send you a copy. 

Very truly yours, 
R. S. CALLAND, 
Acting Regional Director. 


Pactric Gas & ELEctric Co., 
San Francisco, December 17, 1951. 
Mr. R. 8. CALLAND, 
Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Sacramento, Calif. 


Dear Mr. CaLLanp: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter dated Decem- 
ber 11, 1951, concerning the Bureau’s policy for sale of nondependable capacity 
and its proposed rate schedule. 

We should like very much to have a copy of this schedule, as you suggested, 
when it goes into effect. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert H. GERDES. 

Mr. Lanican. In view of the present water conditions at the Shasta 
and Folsom Dams, have you cet e any estimate for your own use, past 
the next 7-month period, as to your expectations of the availability of 
nondependable capacity / 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Anthony says we have. 

Mr. Lanican. Mr. Anthony, could you summarize your estimates 
for the subcommittee, or tell us what they are / 

Mr. Anruony. Briefly, without the aes of the estimates, our 
forecasts for the next—well, through this year—would indicate that 
we will be able to carry 60,000 of nondependa ible until September of 
1957. That’s based on the current water conditions, which resulted 
from the filling of the reservoirs this year and the unusual runouts. 
Now, we have also other figures that take into consideration the appli- 

cation of 1930-type water year. That would indicate that we may have 
to cut this nondepend: ible off prior to September of 1957. 

Mr. Lanigan. is your September 1957 figure based upon an average 
water year, the expect: ition of an average water year from now on ? 

Mr. Anruony. Well, that is based on a median water year. That 
is the average monthly. 

Mr. Lanican. I see. Has the Bureau of Reclamation discussed the 
possibility of this nondependable power being available with any of 
the preference customers / 

Mr. Anruony. Mr. Spencer will have to answer that. 

Mr. Spencer. No, since we have this so-called letter of intent and 
question as to whether we can sell nondependable under the existing 
contract with P. G. & E., and we are making no attempt to sell non- 
dependable to any preference customer. 

Mr. Lanican. What is the date of that letter of intent? 

Mr. Srencer. I don’t recall, but I will supply it for the record. It 
was before my time, and I know there is such a letter. 

Mr. Lanican. Let me ask you this: Was it prior to the time that 
the Bureau sold nondependable capacity to Mare Island and to Ames 
Laboratory / 

Mr. Srencer. It could have been. I would not be able to tell you 
that because they were selling—the contracts for Mare Island were in 
existence, or rather a memorandum of understanding with Mare 
[sland was in existence, when I came to the project, and the Ames 
contract was negotiated before I came in July 1953. It had not been 
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placed in operation. No energy had been delivered under that contract 
till after I came. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, let me ask you this: If the policy were to do so, 
that is if the policy were to allow a 1-year firm contract, could you 
make a 1-year firm contract with Roseville today for first, let me say, 
10,000 kilowatts and, second, for what its demand figures show, around 
6,000 kilowatts ? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I am not sure that I understand your question. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, assuming you had no policy objection and just 
considering the availability of power in the project, could you make 
a contract with Roseville for 10,000 kilowatts today for 1 year and 
expect to be able to meet that contract ? 

Mr. Srencer. Well, it seems to me like you are asking me to be an 
attorney, in addition to telling me to make the policy. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Mr. Spencer, I don’t like to interrupt the questioning, 
but it is a very simple proposition. I don’t know anything about 
power. I am zero, as far as technical matters are concerned. Whaat 
Counsel is asking you and what the subcommittee is trying to find 
out is, whether, on the basis of your knowledge of the power available 
in this partic “ular district—if ‘there was nothing in Washington to 
stop you from having the contract and you had the authority to do it— 
you could supply Roseville with 10,000 kilowatts of firm power or 
6,000 kilowatts of firm power without jeopardizing the power demands 
of the district, for a period of 1 year. 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, I'believe we have answered that, and 
we have put all these figures in the record to show that the buildup 
won’t be for these 4 years, and for 1 year we have 150,000 kilowatts or 

something like that. 

Mr. Cuu porr. I would say, from what I have been able to determine, 
listening carefully and reading these various comments submitted to 
the subcommittee, that you would have no difficulty. Asa matter of 
fact, you recommended to Washington that they contract to supply 
the city of Roseville with firm power, but the only reason they haven't 
been supplied is that the Bureau of Reclamation or the Assistant See- 
retary of the Interior in charge of power has said you couldn’t do it 
because of some commitments to P. G. & E. of power; is that right? 

Mr. Spencer. Mr. Chairman, we have shown by all these records 
that we have 150,000, and if there is no objection from anybody, cer- 

tainly we could supply 10,000 or 6,000 out of it. But the question I 
think I am being placed on the spot about is that I do not have any 
legal assistance or any statement about what can you do and what 
can’t you do under this contract. Under the contract with P. G. & E., 
I don’t think we can. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. I understand you are only a subordinate in the De- 
partment, and I understi and you have no authority under the rules of 
the Department under its present policy to enter into an agreement 
with the city of Roseville without approval from Washington. But 
there is no question in your mind, in view of this 150,000 additional 
kilowatts, that you could supply Roseville today and enter into an 
agreement with them for a period of 1 year or 6 months? 

“Mr. Spencer. That is correct, and we have been showing that in all 
of our records and all of our files here. The power is there. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I think that was what Mr. Lanigan was trying to get. 
Congressman Moss? 
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Mr. Moss. The question as to whether or not you could supply Rose- 
ville with, say, 10,000 kilowatts of firm power is basically the same 
question as whether or not the contract with the State of Nevada for 
33,000 kilowatts should again be entered into. You have been by con- 
tract committing 33,000 kilowatts of firm power to the State of Nevada, 
which hasn’t been able to avail itself of it because of no wheeling 
agreement, 

If, instead of contracting with the State of Nevada, you now con- 
tracted for 10,000 kilowatts with the city of Roseville, there would 
be no more ground for objection from the P. G. & E. under its contract 
or letter of intent than there would be over the contract which existed 
for a number of years with the State of Nevada? 

Mr. Srencer. Well, Congressman Moss, I think we are still being 
confused. If I understood Mr. Lanigan’s first question, this was non- 
firm power he was talking about. 

As far as the firm power is concerned, my answer is “Yes,” whether 
you take it out of the 33,000 or whether you take it out for 12 months, 
out of the approximately 80 or 90 thousand which SMUD is not going 
to use in the 12 months or whatever you take it out of some of these 
other present contractors whose buildup isn’t going to be until 1959 or 
1960. When you talk about a 12-month contract, we want to have 
plenty of firm power, and that is shown by everything we have sub- 
mitted for the record. 

Mr. Lanigan. At what point—assuming a customer’s buildup, as 
you say—at what point would you not be able to supply Roseville with 
firm power? 

Mr. Srencer. I do not know the answer to that one. We have sev- 
eral Government agencies whose load growth is not susceptible to 
prophecy. It depends on what the Congress does in the way of giving 
them additional funds for expansion or opening up some of these 
bases which are now on a standby basis. 

Mr. Lanican. Of course, we still go back to your August 3 memo- 
randum in which you state certain conditions under which Roseville 
could be served throughout the period of your P. G. & E. contract. 
Now, let me ask you about 1 or 2 of these loads that I am a little bit 
curious about, and maybe you could explain. You show Shasta Dam 
area PUD at 10,000 kilowatts. You show it as having a present con- 
tract for 5,000 kilowatts and a request for 6,000. Now, what do you 
anticipate happening in the Shasta Dam area of PUD that will cause 
them to have a load of 10,000 kilowatts by 1960? 

Mr. Seencer. That is a small contract that was entered into, I think, 
the first contract we had, or at least one of the early contracts, and 
you will notice that, in addition to a 5-kilowatt contract they used 480 
in July of this year. They also have a little problem of an expansion 
program going on up there, and I think that probably they are going 
to tell you : about that themselves. At any rate, they do have a problem 
of expansion, and they are trying to float some bonds with some objec- 
tion by some taxpayers. But should that materialize, they expect to 
exp: and and to modernize their sy rstem, and we do not think the 6,000 
is out of reason, and that there is any reason why 10,000 in 1960 is 
completely out of reason. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you repeat your last statement, sir? 

Mr. Srencer. I say that, assuming that they get their legal prob- 
lems whipped and are able to float their bonds, modernize their sys- 
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tem, and expand it, it is not out of the question for them to reach the 
10,000 in 1960. I do not say they will do it. Congressman Moss and 
Congressman Engle are somewhat familiar with that situation, I am 
sure, up in Shasta PUD at Redding. 

Mr. Laniean. Their ‘request has been for 6 000 ; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct. 

Mr. Laniean. Now, one other one I had a question about was this 
Travis Air Force Base, in which you show a load estimate for 6,070 
in 1960, and in the figures which you supplied, or which were supplied 
to the subcommittee earlier, we had a figure of an estimate made by the 
Bureau of 600 kilowatts for Travis Air Force Base. 

Mr. Spencer. Six hundred ? 

Mr. Lanican. Yes. 

Mr. Spencer. It must be a typographical error. I don’t think 

Mr. Laniegan. Well, it follows right across the chart. 

Mr. Spencer. Travis Air Force Base? 

Mr. LaniGan. Yes. 

Mr. Spencer. I think it is a typographical error. 

Mr. Lanican. In this table 3 which you submitted they have a 
present contract for 3,000. ‘They requested 6,000, and their June load 
was 3,930; July, 4,05 20; and August, 4,110. 

Mr. Spencer. It is possible that on some of these airbases, some of 
these Army bases, we have a load when they are in standby but it is 
very small. You will notice that in some of the other installations. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, checking back through the figures, it is possible 
that there was a typographic: al error made in one of the charts which 
you submitted to us. Now, going back to the contractors’ load 
estimate for the year 1960, I notice you have some irrigation and 
reclamation districts listed for pumping. You have them lumped 
in, in this 606,000. Would you anticipate there would be some 
diversity in this estimated load for 1960, which you have in the 
right-hand column, so that, in any case, the maximum simultaneous 
demand, assuming all these were allowed, would not meet that figure ? 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I don’t like to get into this diversity subject. 
For one reason, with Sacramento Municipal Utility District having 
the big bulk of our firm power, that diversity runs pretty close to 
unity, “and we cannot forsee any great change in that in the future. 

Mr. Laniean. I have no further ‘questions at this time. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Carlson, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Caruson. Yes. 

This answer to the last question, I don’t quite follow. What do you 
mean when you say that, with Sacramento taking the bulk of the 
power, the diversity approaches unity? Is there any simple way that 
can be stated ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. Well, I don’t know. Maybe I don’t understand it 
either. But when you aac one big customer that takes the greater 
portion out of your power, then you can’t expect much help from 
diversity from the other. His load is controlling. That is the best 
simple explanation that I can give. If you are . selling all of your 
SPUDS to one person, or a big portion of it, when he ‘takes out his 
load of SPUDS you don’t have much left that you can play around 
with, with other people, using part of them today or taking part 
of them today and tomorrow and someone else t taking 

Mr. Cartson. What is diversity concerned with ? 
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Mr. Spencer. It means that you will not have your peaks all at 
the same time, coincidental peaks. And your capacity is limited 
to what you can serve at any one given moment. 

Mr. Gartson. With reference to the Sacramento Utility District, 
= I read the table, the largest unused block of power which is con- 

acted for is Sacramento's. Assuming for the moment the Bureau 
waa supply or could legally contract to sell that unused power, 
would you recommend that they do so? I mean, if that would be 
the source of power for Roseville, for example 4 

Mr. Spencer. Again, I think I am on record with this August 3 
letter, with my recommendation on that, and I see no reason for chang- 
ing it now. 

Mr. Carson. In this August 3 memorandum you state certain 
conditions under which you would recommend that Roseville be 
supplied with power? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Cartson. Conditions which include cutting off the future 
demands of existing preference customers, more particularly Ames 
Laboratory. Does this represent any change in position from pre- 
vious recommendations you have made to the Department with regard 
to taking care of vo future needs of existing preference customers ? 

Mr. SPENC ger. I don’t think it does. In May, in the other letter 
which is before the subcommittee here, I stated a recommendation 
that we take care of all of our present customers before any new 
cutsomers were given power. At that time it was thought that there 
would not be any additional power for either Ames or the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District; that the other customers would take care 
of it all. When we had the final analysis in August, there came up 
the same recommendation to take care of all of them except those 
two. We cannot take care of that hundred thousand or so that Ames 
wants, and we cannot take care of the load growth of the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District unless we want to cut further into present 
customers. 

Mr. Cartson. That other memorandum is in the record ? 

Mr. Srencer. It is in the record. 

Mr. Cartson. This letter of May 24 from the National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics makes mention of a contract which was to 
furnish the Ames Laboratory up to 260,000 kilowatts, and as I read 
the letter that contract was made on the basis of 400,000 kilowatts be- 
coming available; the contract committments were subsequently re- 
duced. However, the power that has been made available by placing 
Folsom and Nimbus Dams in operation was 50,000 kilowatts more than 
was anticipated at the time the contract was executed. Does that lend 
any further substance to Ames’ claim for additional power? You 
contracted for a larger amount when you thought there was going to 
be less available power than actually ‘turned out to be available. 

Mr. Spencer. I think the answer to that question would be for the 
Department to decide. In these Ames negotiations there has been a 
considerable amount of it done in Washington between Mr. Chamber- 
lain in o ashington and the NACA and the Department. 

Mr. Carson. The statement is also made in the letter that the 
labor: oa y is continually operating to obtain critically needed data 
for top-priority military projects. In view of that, why did you single 
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out Ames as the one preference customer to be limited to the existing 
contract, the 50,000 figure ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. For two reasons. The first is that Ames has the type 
of load which we are really not in the best position to serve. Secondly, 
they do have this bae ‘kup: provision with P. G. & E., and P. G. & E., 
with its immense generating equipment of somewhere over 4 million 
kilowatts of capacity against our 600,000 or something like that, can 
take care of their needs for big capacity loads with an on-and-off 
situation. It is ideal for their system, but not for ours. 

Mr. Cartson. When you say it wasn’t the type of load that you could 
handle, are you referring to your previous statement about the unpre- 
dictableness of it / 

Mr. Srencer. That is correct, and they still use, in addition to this 
firm power, a great deal of nondependable. 

Mr. Cartson. Now that you mention P. G. & E., how much power 
from Central Valley project is being sold to P. G. & E. at dump rates? 
A statement was made yesterday about that. 

Mr. Spencer. I am afraid we do not have the figures broken down. 
I think we discussed that with Mr. Winder here. We will have to go 
back and, if you want that supplied for the record, break it out for 
each month. It is different for each month. What period of time 
would you want it for / 

Mr. Caruson. I just wanted a clarification of that statement. It 
was said that when power is not being used by preference customers, 
P.G. & FE. gets the benefit of it at special rates, to which the preference 
customers are not entitled. I was just wondering what that trans- 
mission was in terms of amount. 

Let me ask another question, instead: Why is it that they are en- 
titled to a lower rate for power from the project than preference 
customer ? 

Mr. Srencer. The reason for that is this contract with P. G, & E., 
whereby they agree to take all of the kilowatts—that is, the energy 
itself—which we cannot sell to preference customers. It is no good to 
a preference customer unless he has his own generating facilities to 
pick up this load when we don’t have that nondepend: able. A city like 
Roseville or Sacramento Municipal Utility District, they want a con- 
tract for power, and that power to be there any time ‘they want to 
turn on the switches, a switch any place in their system; and all the 
switches can be turned on and that power has to be available for them. 
Now, that is the kind of power which we call firm power, and P. G. & E, 
pays the same price for any firm power we have left over from our 
preference customers. 

Then, on the other hand, we have nondependable power which we 
can declare to them for a period of 5 months; that is, a little over. 
Then we have additional kilowatts which are not in that category. 
It may be available today ; it may be available next week or next month. 
But we don’t guarantee to have it available any time. But it does 
fall out into the lines and into this power system. And, by the way, 
we are tied into all of P. G. & E.’s grid—power grid—all their trans- 
mission system, so that power goes into their lines and they pay for 
it as dump power because we have generated it, and we have no firm 
sale for it either to the company or to the preference customers. But 
because of our operations of the water from our storage reservoirs, 
we rent it to the powerplants and develop power. That is what we 
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call dump power at two mills. No one else can use it under present 
circumstances. 

Mr. Car.son. The nondependable power then is transformed mto 
firm power by being supplemented with other generation facilities / 

Mr. Sprencer. That is right; with P. G. & E.’s big system and their 
own steam plants, plus their hydro plants in widely separated locali- 
ties. 

Mr. Cartson. What, roughly, is the difference between the cost of 
steam power and hydroelectric power. In this area, for example, 
what would it cost to generate steam power ¢ 

Mr. Srencer. I don’t know. I think probably the present figures 
which P. G. & E. is using run from 7 to 9 mills for steam. Now, when 
you go to talking about what the cost of hydro is, that is a wide-open 
question. Some plants are running up to pretty close to the steam, 
and some of them, depending on the amount of water which you have 
back, would be considerably less. 

Mr. Carson. Generally speaking, it is less than steam power ? 

Mr. Seencer. It is or it wouldn’t be—— 

Mr. Cuuporr. There is no question about that. You know they 
can’t tell exactly how much less it is, it is agreed that hydro power 
is cheaper than steam power. 

Mr. Cartson. The reason I am pursuing this line of questioning 
is that the statement was made here yesterday that P. G. & E. is buying 
hydro power from the Central Valley at a certain price, selling it back 
to Roseville at a higher price. Now, my next question would be, is 
it the same power? The power is completely commingled, as I un- 
derstand it, and the actual cost to P. G. & E. is an average—it would 
not be the cost for which it buys it from the Central Valley 

Mr. Cuuporr. I can understand why P. G. & E. would like to get 
this power. They generate a certain amount of steam power which 
costs more than hydro, and if they can buy this power at dump rates 
and they have it contracted out to municipal electrics or any other 
consumers, they will benefit. That is why they try to get all the dump 
power they can, when available. It is always a better deal to buy 
dump power from any of the hydro plants and sell it at contract rate 
than it is to generate it themselves, because everybody agrees it costs 
more money to make steam power than it does to generate hydro 
power. 

Mr. Cartson. They do then provide a service, by standing ready 
to receive this hydro power when nobody else can use it and firm it 
up? 

Mr. Cuuporr. That is why they get it at 2 mills and don’t pay 4 
or 5 or 6 mills for it. 

Mr. Moss. I think we should point out that where the P. G. & E. 
provides a service, it is a service which the Central Valley project was 
perfectly willing to provide when the State of California originally 
planned the project, and as the CVP was presented to the Congress 
over a period of years there were steam plants included in the project 
which would permit a much larger return from the project to the 
Treasury. While P. G. & E. has evinced willingness to come in and 
perform this service, it is doing so under a most profitable arrange- 
ment. Ifthe Bureau had a steam plant or two, it could make a greater 
profit on the project than is now the case and could undertake to 
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commit as firm power far more than 450,000 kilowatts. You have 
nameplace capacity of over 600,000; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. AntHony. Yes; very close. 

Mr. Moss. And if there were steam plants worked in with the system 
you could probably sell 600,000 or more as firm power. So this isn’t a 
service we should feel too grateful to P. G. & E. for performing. 
They are getting considerable profit out of it. 

Mr. Cuvporr. That: is their most profitable type of merchandising, 
and the more hydro power they can get the more isin In a good 
water year they are in a position to get many, many kilowatts of hydro 
power and make a very, very big profit and pay high dividends to the 
shareholders because they have a contract to supply power at a set 
rate. Whether it is dump power or steam power or firm power they 
still get the same rate for it. 

Mr. Cartson. Would the Central Valley project be authorized, or 
were they authorized to generate steam power, if they were so minded ¢ 

Mr. Moss. The original CVP was, but because of the persuasiveness 
of the P. G. & E. it didn’t get the funds to build the plants. 

Mr. Carson. Isn’t the primary purpose of the Central Valley 
project reclamation and irrigation, rather than power? 

Mr. Moss. You can’t take a multiple-purpose project and say it 
has a primary purpose because, if we sold water at the actual cost 
without having some power subsidy in it, the farmers couldn’t afford 
it, so you subsidize the projects through other features. There are 
nonreimbursable features. We have salinity control down in the 
Delta; we have to consider the needs of fish and wildlife, and naviga- 
tion in addition to flood control and irrigation. Projects like the CVP 
become feasible because they have a number of uses. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Congressman Moss, I don’t want to interrupt this 
wonderful discussion, but I think if counsel would get back to the 
question, you and I and he and probably members of the staff can 
discuss this thing sometime at lunch and by our mutual understanding 
of the problem straighten each other out. So would you get back to 
your question, please ¢ 

Mr. Caruson. In a statement made yesterday, Mr. Spencer, by Mr. 
Brody, it was stated “the Department of the Interior does not wish to 
contract with the city with a withdrawal privilege, for the reason 
that it left the city in a precarious position, for which concern the city 
is grateful * * *,’ andsoon. Did you make that statement to the city 
of Roseville? : 

Mr. Spencer. I don’t know whether I stated “a precarious position.” 

I told them I didn’t think we should make any temporary contracts, 
with withdrawal clauses, overnight ; that, in view of the fact that they 
had a contract with P. G. & E., or had had a contract and would have 
to have P. G. & E. replace it, I didn’t think it would make very good 
contract relations to have us sitting in for just a short while and then 
having to withdraw it. Also, I made the statement that, with a pref- 
erence customer, I don’t know whether, having once taken one on, we 
could slough it off without maybe taking part of the power away from 
some others and try to serve other preference customers at the same 
time. In other words, we have sufficient preference customers to take 
up all of our capacity which we thought we had at that time. 

Mr. Carson. To enter into a contract then where they would take, 
subject or after the needs of everyone else—subject to this withdrawal 
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feature—would not then provide what Roseville is seeking. They say 
they are in an expanding industrial area and it would be made more 
attractive if they had lower power rates; and if they could only offer 
those on a temporary basis, it wouldn’t accomplish that purpose; is 
that right ? 

Mr. Spencer. It would seem to me that way, but again I am specu- 
lating now. I know no way to prove it. 

Mr. Cartson. The statement was also made yesterday that the Gov- 
ernment loses money when it contracts with preference customers for 
power which is not used. Is that a true statement? Do they lose 
— 

Mr. Spencer. No. If I understand the statement which you are 
referring to, the Government does not lose money when it contracts 
for firm power with an agency—a preference agency—and still the 
preference agency does not take it. P. G. & E. pays for it. That is 
the difference between column 8 and column 10 of the power-operation 
study, given to the subcommittee this morning. P. G. & E. picks up 
at the firm power prices all the power not used by the preference cus- 
tomers within that firm capacity, now 450,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Carson. I believe that is all I have at the moment, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Lanigan, I think, has a couple of questions that 
would fit in the record at this point. 

Mr. Laniean. I just want to ask you this: You have a different 
price on your energy deliveries. That is, you start out, as I recall, 
at 4 mills and then you go to 3 mills and then you go to 2 mills, depend- 
ing on the amount of energy delivered. Now, could you tell us this: 
We will say, for example, that Roseville was taking 5,000 kilowatts. 
As a firm customer, would it be paying more than the "Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co., which is taking, say, 140,000 kilowatts and taking a 
lot of energy? That is, by saying more, I mean more per kilow: ‘att 
hour ¢ 

Mr. Spencer. That is rather difficult to say until you get it set out, 

each individual problem. Certainly, if Roseville were buying firm 
power, they would buy on the basis of firm capacity at 75 cents per 
kilowatt per mnoth; while P. G. & E., in buying all their 150,000, 
part of that would be firm capacity, part of it would be nondependable 
sapacity ; so the nondependable capacity of the 150,000 kilowatts would 
be 25 cents a month. So you end up in an average rate if you take 
all of the kilowatts which P. G. & E. gets during the month—their 
firm, their nondependable, and their so-called dump—at rates of 4 
mills, 3 mills, and 2 mills. Then their average rate per kilowatt is 
considerably less than any of our regular customers on a firm basis, 
where they are only buying firm capacity and firm energy. 

Mr. Lantcan. Now, in the chart that you supplied to us you indicate 
that, between May and December of 1955, you had a nondependable 

apacity of 100,000 kilowatts, and then in Januar y and February of 
1956 you had 1! 50 000, and then for the next March through 








May—you had 200,000, and the next 2 months you “had 60,000. And 
you have stated, I think, that you estimate that you will have 60.000 
till September 19: DT, unless you have an unusually dry year. Were 
these kilowatt capacities that you have listed here for 195 6, were they 
actually available for generation for delivery to P. G. & E.? 
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Mr. AnrHony. Yes, sir. Starting with 1955, in May you will notice 
there, as you said, 100,000. That was declared available, with the 
appropriate 60-day notice, subsequent to Ames Laboratory relinquish- 
ing 85,000 nondepend: able that they were taking or were committed 
to take in the latter part of 1954. So what this says is that, beginning 
in May, there was a declaration of 100,000 kilowatts on through until 
January of 1956; 60 days prior to January of 1956, we made an addi- 
tional declaration of 50,000, which totaled 150,000, and that carried 
through until March of 192 56, when it was increased another 50,000, 

Mr. Laniean. I see. Now, as you know, the Navy in the past bought 
nondependable power up until sometime in 1953. When Ames Labor- 
atory went off nondependable, and you were able to declare further 
nondependable power available, did you contact the Navy to discuss 
the possibility of giving them nondependable power again i 

Mr. Spencer. If I understand your question, we are back on this 
idea that we are legally—of the legal right to sell nondependable, and 
I think by our letter of intent back in 1951 or 1952—which we are 
going to submit to the committee—we relinquished that idea. 

Mr. Lanican. But, subsequent to which, you sold nondependable ‘ 

Mr. Seencer. That was true and, after this correspondence which 
I am still going to furnish the committee, we are not doing it to 
anyone; we are not selling nondependable to anyone except the com- 
pany as a part of the integration contract. 

Mr. Lanicgan. Have you had an opinion—a legal opinion—either 
from your local attorneys or—what I mean now is a written legal 
opinion—or from the Solicitor’s Office in Washington, to the effect 
that the letter of intent which you mentioned precluded your selling 
nondependable power to a Federal agency ? 

Mr. Srencer. I don’t know whether we have a written opinion or 
not, but we did have opinions from our attorneys who helped draw 
the contract and who have been in on all of our negotiations with the 
Pacific Gas & Electric. 

Mr. Laniean. If you have a written opinion on that subject, would 
you please submit it with the other material ? 

Now, the other question is, you said you had that opinion from your 
attorneys who worked on the contract. Do you mean the attorneys 
who have been working with you since you have been regional 
director ? 

Mr. Spencer. Yes. 

Mr. Laniean. When did you become regional director / 

Mr. Spencer. I am going to say I became supervising em 
with the same duties as ‘regional director—on July 1, 1953. I did not 
get the title of regional director for 6 or 8 months. 

Mr. Laniean. That is all. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Are there any further questions? No further ques- 
tions. Thank you, Mr. Spencer. 

(The two witnesses on the stand were excused. ) 

Mr. Cuuporr, Mr. Bennett, please 

(Mr. Elmer F. Bennett, having en previously sworn, resumed the 
witness stand. ) 

Mr. Lanican. Mr. Bennett, could you tell us a little more about the 
preparation of this chart, designated “Table 3°¢ Mr. Spencer in- 
dicated that it had been prepared in Washington, and since you are 
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from Washington, maybe you could give us some more information 
on it? 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF ELMER BENNETT, ASSISTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Bennerr. It was prepared in the Power Division of Bureau 
of Reclamation in Washington, based on the data supplied by the 
region. 

Mr, Lantean. Did you have any personal hand in preparing the 
data ? 

Mr. Bennett. No, I did not. Mr. Stevens may have had some, but 
[ did not. 

Mr. Lanican. Then the statement you have made is based upon 
the data contained in this chart, and the figures you have derived were 
derived from this chart; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Mr. Lanican. And whatever figures you have, their reliability or 
nonreliability, depends upon the chart itself? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. The Department is a large organiza- 
tion, and there is a lot of staff work behind the chart, both in the 
region and in Washington. In fact, this table was discussed at one 
point with the Commissioner of Reclamation, among others. 

Mr. LaniGan. Do you know whether or not there has been any legal 
ruling from the Washington office to the effect that the Bureau of 
Reclamation cannot sell nondependable capacity to a Federal agency ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. No; I do not know that. I have the language of the 
provision before me, and if you would like to have it in your record, 
why, I would be happy to read it to you. Or you could take it by ex- 
cerpt. It is section 10-B of the 1951 contract with the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Mr. LaniGan. Well, I don’t think there would be any point in trying 
to decide a legal question 

Mr. Bennett. I agree. 

Mr. LANIGAN (continuing). Talking back and forth here. But we 
would appreciate having the excerpts which you believe are relevant 
to the matter. Could you give us the number of the contract? It may 
be one that we have. 

Mr. Bennett. You do have this contract. That has been submitted 
to you before. That is the reason why I gave you the section number. 
The 1951 contract bears a number I75R-3428, and the same language 
is carried forward in the recent amendment which brought the depend- 
able capacity of the project up to 450,000. 

Mr. LAnIGANn. Now, could you tell us why no contract. has been made 
for Roseville to buy power on either an annual or a withdrawal basis? 

Mr. Bennett. There are several problems involved in it which have 
to be resolved, in this process of determing the contracting for our 
dependable capacity. As you realize, the requests which are shown on 
the tabulation accompanying my statement are offers by existing pref- 
erence customers to contract for dependable capacity immediately and 
to stand the capacity charges related thereto. Now, if we were to allo- 
cate the available dependable capacity to fill all of those requests, then 
let’s assume we were to go ahead and enter into a contract with Rose- 
ville to supply Roseville with capacity and energy until such time as 
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the maximum demands of our other preference customers reached 
their contract rates of delivery, there would be a serious question 
whether the Roseville contract would be a contract for the sale of 
dependable capacity or nondependable capacity. If it were a sale of 
nondependable capacity, we would run squarely up against this lan- 
guage. Section 10-B says that, “The United States shall make avail- 
able to the contractor all nondependable capacity which the United 
States does not require for service to Federal agencies, including the 
Bureau of Reclamation and construction contractors.” Then the sec- 
tion goes ahead and permits the withdrawal of nondependable capacity 
from Pacific Gas & Elec tric for sale to preference customers other than 
Federal agencies on 3 years’ notice. That is the provision that we run 
into, which is a different question from the one you were asking before. 

Mr. Cuvporr. I am trying to follow you, : and I am a little confused. 
In order to straighten the proposition in my mind, let me see if I 
understand what you are trying to tell us. W hat I think you are trying 
to tell us is that, because you have demands from other preference cus- 
tomers in addition to Rosiitie, it would be a serious legal problem 
as to whether you had the right to contract with Roseville in preference 
to the other preference customers. 

Mr. Bennerr. No, no. That is not the point I am trying to make. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Will you try to straighten me out? 1 will tell you 
frankly that at this point what it seems to me you are trying to tell 
me is that, since you can’t meet the demands of all the preference cus- 
tomers, you are not going to meet the demands of all and give all 
the power to P. G. & E. under this section of the contract. 

Mr. Bennerr. That is most assuredly not the case, because Pacific 
Gas & Electric gets firm power which isn’t used and pays firm power 
rates, and then Pacific Gas & Electric under this section 10—-B that 
I just read, appears to get all nondependable capacity, other than that 
sold to Federal agencies. Now, the question—and I am not trying to 
give an answer to that question at the moment—— 

Mr. Cuuporr. I know you are not. I am just trying to under- 
stand it. 

Mr. Bennett. Is whether we can sign a contract with all these other 
preference customers who have asked for an immediate contract to 
purchase the available dependable capacity as of today. That is what 
our existing customers have asked for; they are willing to put their 
names on a piece of paper and pay for that capacity, beginning imme- 
diately. Now, as I understand Roseville’s proposal, they are willing 
to take the power on the basis of a right to withdraw from them to 
meet the requirements of contracts with other preference customers. 

To me there is a legal problem which our Solicitor will have to 

resolve, as to whether that contract with Roseville, under those con- 

ditions, would be a sale of dependable capacity, which we can sell—we 
can sell dependable capacity with no limitations to our preference 
customers, any of them—or whether it is a sale of nondependable 
capacity. Now, if it is held to be a sale of nondependable capacity, 
we run into the limitation in this 1951 contract, dealing with the sale 
of nondependable capacity. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Don’t you think that is a rather important question / 

Mr. Bennett. I do, very definitely. 

Mr. Cuvporr. As a result of its being as important as it is, have 
vou made any attempt to get your Solicitor to give you an opinion? 
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Mr. Bennett. In the first place, I didn’t become aware of Rose- 
ville’s offer myself until within the last 10 days, and secondly, the 
offer itself was made to the Department on the 15th of August. Now, 
whether steps have been taken to obtain that ruling, I don’t know. 
Personally, I will assume the responsibility to see that a request to 
the Solicitor is made as soon as I get back, for a ruling. I wish it had 
been done before. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I was under the impression that last year, when we 
were back in San Francisco, not only Roseville but 9 or 10 other mu- 
nicipal electrics in California came in and made the same proposition. 
Here it is a year later and nothing has been done about it. 

Mr. Bennett. Not to my recollection, Mr. Chairman. I could be 
wrong. 

Mr. Cuuporr. If you look at the record—and I am sure you have 
a copy of it—you will find that they came in and actually cried to this 
subcommittee that they were willing to take—they wanted—this power, 
as preference customers, and they couldn’t get it, the Department 
wouldn’t give it to them. And, as a result of that, they were so in 
need of power that they signed up with the P. G. & E. 

Mr. Bennett. I would say, Mr. Chairman, both of us should read 
the record, because my recollection is entirely different. Mr. Keith- 
ley of Palo Alto and Mr. Koester, who was in the room, were asked 
whether they were willing to take power on a nonfirm, withdrawable 
basis and—this is all my recollection, it could be wrong, but it is my 
recollection—both of them said “No,” they couldn’t operate their 
municipal systems on that kind of a basis. It is solely a question of 
my recollection and yours. I could be wrong. 

Mr. Cuuporr. But you realize the problem is quite acute, and you 
are going to get forthwith an opinion from your Solicitor? 

Mr. Bennett. I can assure you of that. 

Mr. Lanican. I just want to ask you 1 or 2 questions. Was this 
legal problem that you have just stated raised by anyone, other than 
yourself ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. So far as I know, Mr. Lanigan, the request for a 
temporary service of this kind for Roseville was brought to no 
one’s attention except the Commissioner of Reclamation, until the 
last 10 days. Now, why it wasn’t passed up the line—why the ques- 
tion wasn’t anticipated—I have no idea. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you answer my question ? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, so far as I know, no; no, I am the only one, 
and I think the language of the contract presents the problem very 
squarely. 

Mr. Lanican. Isn’t it possible that you are confusing nondepend- 
able capacity and nondependable demand? The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has the right to sell 450,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity 
to preference customers. Now, what is there in the contract which 
says that the P. G. & E. can raise any question as to what contract 
arrangements the Bureau of Reclamation makes with their prefer- 
ence customers within the 450,000 kilowatts of firm power that is 
available ? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, that is exactly the legal question which has to 
be resolved. Now, you will recall that just this morning Mr. Spen- 
cer said that it was his understanding that he could not contract 
dependable capacity in excess of 450,000 kilowatts. Now, I am not 
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attempting to answer the question myself, but that has been the 
policy. When the dependable capacity was 300,000 kilowatts, as he 
pointed out, the face value of the contracts outstanding and the de- 
mands that could be made under them did not exceed 300,000, includ- 
ing the Nevada contract. 

Mr. Lanegan. I think you are in error there. I think they went 
over 300,000 kilowatts in their contract. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, Mr. Spencer said not, and it is my recollection 
that he is correct, because the Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
contract was contingent as to the full 290,000 kilowatts on Folsom and 
Nimbus coming in, as I recall it now. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Yet me ask you a question at this point: When did 
the last contract with Nevada expire? 

Mr. Bennett. I think the 3ist of July of this year, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cuuporr. If we didn’t have the additional 150,000 there would 
still be 33,000 of kilowatts for preferential customers if you didn’t 
give it to P. G. & E.; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Bennett. That is not correct, because we have been supplying 
other preference customers in excess of their contract rates of delivery. 
Last December, for example, we supplied 19,322 kilowatts of capac ity 
to our other preference customers in excess of their contract rates of 
delivery. Therefore, you cannot just jump to the conclusion that 
the entire 33,000 kilowatts, ipso facto, goes over to P. G. & E. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. I will accept your figure. That still gives us 14,000, 
and Roseville needs about 7,500. Now, let me carry the question a 
step further. As a matter of fact, under your contract with P. G. 
& E., you have the right to withdraw the power that you are giving 
them with a certain number of d: ays’ notice, isn’t that right; the non- 
dependable power they are getting ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, nondependable power you can withdraw, but 
the contract says we will sell—we are required to sell—nondependable 
capacity to them except so far as it is necessary for Federal agencies, 
and except on 3 years’ notice. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Isn’t it true, if you wanted to give the city of Rose- 
ville 7,500 kilowatts, you could find it for them in the power that is 
contracted for with Nevada? 

Mr. Bennetr. The Nevada contract does not relieve this situation, 
as I tried to point out in my statement. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I will accept your figure. You said 19,000 were sup- 
plied to other preference customers. That still leaves 14,000, so that 
is twice as much as Roseville needs, in round figures. 

Mr. Bennett. You heard me testify, and also the May 24th mem- 
orandum which we inserted in the record yesterday, from Mr. 
Spencer, shows that we need the 22,500 kilowatts of capacity as opera- 
tional reserve to protect against the demands in excess of contract 
rates of delivery. Well, that is Mr. Spencer’s recommendation and 
we rely on our engineers. That is all I can say on this question, 
about the operational reserve. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I am not going to labor the point any longer, but I 
want to tell you what I am beginning to think. Instead of trying 
to find a way to give the city of Roseville, a preference customer, 
power, you are trying to find a reason not to give them power. That 
doesn’t make good sense, to my way of thinking. To your way of 
thinking, it might be good sense; but I think you should bend over 
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backward to try to find power for Roseville, and I think you could 
do it if you just put on probably a little stronger pair of glasses. 

Mr. Bennett. Personally, Mr. Chairman, I hope that we can, 
and what I would like to see you do, for example, is listen to the wit- 
ness from Ames Laboratory who is here. As you know, the re- 
gional director has recommended that we not give Ames Laboratory 
the additional amount of power which they have asked for on a firm 
basis. Now, there we are squarely up against a question whether we 
give Ames the amount of firm capacity that they are asking for or 
whether we cut it back. Now, actually, Mr. Chairman, I should bring 
out this fact, that the data submitted by the region on several dif- 
ferent occasions—and you have several sets of tabulations, I know, in 
your own subcommittee records—shows that very few of these re- 
quested figures supplied by our customers have been consistent over a 
period of time. I can mention one tabulation, for example, which 
was of June 1, on which we had requests for power service—addi- 
tional power service—from ten of our twenty-five-odd customers. 
Now, the later tabulation which is attached to my statement here re- 
flects the fact that when those same people were written this letter 
which you asked to be inserted in the records today, they came back 
and 8 of them asked for more power than they had previously asked 
for, and 2 of them asked for less. Now, it is apparent that we are 
going to have to take these requests and list those projected loads 
from our existing customers, and it is entirely possible that, irrespec- 
tive of Ames, peculiar situation, we will find the power available. 
But each of those loads will have to be reviewed. That is all I can 
say. 

Mr. Cuuporr. In the meantime, while you are doing reviewing, the 
city of Roseville is buying power on a day-to-day schedule, on an R 
schedule, from Pacific Gas & Electric, costing the people of their city 
thousands and thousands of dollars they could possibly have saved 
if you had worked the thing out for them. 

Mr. Bennerr. Meanwhile, our other preference customers are al- 
ready—most of them—running over their contract rates of delivery, 
and as they run over the contract rates of delivery we are meeting their 
demands. The tabulation showing June, July, and August on table 3 
reflects the fact that 16, I believe it is, of these customers today are 
running over their contract rates of delivery. This is a question as be- 
tween preference customers, and not as between Pacific Gas & Electric 
and the city of Roseville or Pacific Gas & Electric and Ames or Pacific 
Gas & Electric and Mare Island or some other preference customers. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Now, Mr. Bennett, you are talking about a reserve in 
your argument, that you have to reserve a certain amount of power 
for other customers. I would like to read from Mr. Spencer's letter 
of May 24, 1956—your engineer and regional director—from the last 
paragraph, which he has called paragraph 4: 











The contract commitments should not exceed 427,500 kilowatts until all cus- 
tomers have made arrangements for a supplementary power supply. At such 
time, the operating reserve of 22,500 kilowatts would not be needed, and total 
commitments adjusted to Tracy could total 450,000 kilowatts under our present 
Pacific Gas & Electric contract. 

Your engineer also says you don’t need any reserve. 

Mr. Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, for the time being our customers, with 
the exception of SMUD and, I believe, Ames Laboratory, do not have 
standby arrangements with an alternate source of supply to complete 
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their requirements when they run over the contract rates of demand. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Mr. Spencer said they did 2 minutes ago. 

Mr. Bennerr. No; they did not have a contractu: al arrangement. 
You read his own memorandum. He recommends that the alternate 
sources that are existing—that preference customers obtain that kind 
of standby service—and that if that is done, then we can eliminate or 
reduce the operational reserve, and in my statement yesterday, which 
was entirely consistent with that August recommendation of Mr. 
Spencer, I specific ally pointed to the possibility that—on page 5 of my 
statement, in the next to the last paragraph—we cut back that opera- 
tional reserve when our customers have satisfactorily lined up their 
alternate sources against the contingency of running over their con- 
tract rates of demand. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. You mean when they have made a contract with 
P. G. & E., not alternate sources. They have no other sources except 
P. G. & E., except one user who has some diesel standby equipment. 

Mr. Bennett. That is entirely true; and as Mr. Spencer also said, 
though, it is his understanding that P. G. & E. stands ready to provide 
that standby service now. 1 don’t know, but that is what I am 
advised. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Well, I think that if everybody is ready, as you tell 
us, I don’t think it is going to take very long to work this thing out, 
and I think if you w anted to, within 30 d: ays ‘Roseville would have the 
power. 

Mr. Bennett. I hope you are right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Laniean. I have a question “about the customers you have who 
are now drawing over their contract demand, and you are supplying 
them. Aren't they subject to being cut back to their contract demand ¢ 

Mr. Benner. Oh, that is certainly the case, but the hardship on 
them in the absence of an alternate source of supply means that you 
are throwing the switch on them, whieh you can’t do. 

Mr. Lanican. You are serving them out of the firm power commit- 
ment, even though it is subject to withdrawal ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct, and then they are paying on a maxi- 
mum-demand basis, with capac ity charges accordingly. 

Mr. Lanican. Why can’t Roseville be served on a withdrawal basis 
as these customers are being served on a withdrawal basis ? 

Mr. Bennetr. Well, this is an entirely different kind of a situation, 
because the contract calls for the sale—the contracts we have with our 
preference customers ¢ val for the sale—of so much dependable capacity. 
Now we are in the position that if we had to we could cut them back 
to their contract rates of delivery. That, however, is an entirely dif- 
ferent thing from a contract which, together with other contracts, 
exceeds our maximum project depend: able cs apacity. As it stands now, 
the face value of our contracts does not exceed the 450,000, and it did 
not exceed the 300,000 on June 1 when Folsom and Nimbus came in. 
What we have to resolve is some kind of contractual arrangement 
whereby we do not run afoul of our contractual commitment with the 
P. G. & E., dating back to 1951. I think it can be done. I am, per 
sonally, by profession a lawyer, and I am generally one who believes 
that ninety-nine times out of a hundred something can be done when 
you run into a problem of this kind. But it hasn't been worked out 
yet, and not much time has elapsed since the offer was made, and I call 
that to your attention for whatever value it has. 
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Mr. Crvuporr. I am going to have to adjourn the meeting until 
2 o’clock because Congressman Moss has a commitment to address 
the Sacramento Real Estate Board, and I don’t want to be in a posi- 
tion where someone will raise a point of order that a quorum wasn’t 
present. So we will adjourn until 2 o’clock. 

(The meeting was adjourned at 11: 50a. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Cuuporr. The subcommittee will be in order. We will resume 
with the questioning of Mr. Bennett. 

(Mr. Elmer F. Bennett, having been previously sworn, resumed the 
witness stand.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Lanigan, do you have any further questions / 

Mr. Lanican. Just one or two. Perhaps Mr. Bennett can answer 
them. 

Mr. Spencer testified that at the middle of June the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation had written to various preference customers asking them if 
they wanted to increase their contract demands. However, in the list 
that he gave to us there aren’t any letters to the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District or to the Ames Laboratory. Can you tell us why they 
weren't contacted ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. So far as I know—and my information is limited 
on it—it was predicated on two things. It was understood that the 
Sacramento Municipal Utility District was not interested in contract- 
ing for more power, certainly not at this time. As far as Ames is con- 
cerned, we had a whole series of firm requests from them for 100,000 
kilowatts. Weshad already contracted for 50 of those, and so far as 
L know the recommendation was made by Mr. Spencer that Ames not 
be contacted further, and the Department—or I should say the Bu- 
reau—in Washington agreed with that recommendation, so Ames was 
not contacted in the June roundup. 

Mr. Lanican. Now, regarding the sale of nondependable capacity 
to the Federal agencies, have you made any study or has the Depart- 
ment in Washington made any study on the question, as to whether or 
not sales of nondependable capacity may be made to Federal agencies ! 

Mr. Bennert. I really do not know, Mr. Lanigan, whether we have 
any opinions or not there, either; nor do I know whether any policy 
position has even been stated on that point. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you ascertain that and let the committee know 
whether or not there has been any legal or policy determination upon 
that particular question ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; [ would be happy to do that. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Carlson, do you have some questions / 

Mr. Cartson. Yes. Mr. Bennett, when you spoke this morning 
about the legal complication that might be involved in granting the 
request for the city of Roseville, that was an example of several com- 
plications that might be involved in making the decision ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. Well, so far as I know, that is the only legal compli- 
cation at the moment. Now, as I understand Mr. Lanigan’s inquiry, 
he is suggesting a possibility which has not come to my attention pre- 
viously, and that is the possibility of substituting nondependable ca- 
pacity for some of the dependable capacity requests that we have from 
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our Federal agencies who are now customers of ours for dependable 
capacity. 

Mr. Cartson. Are there other problems that would have to be re- 
solved in order to give favorable consideration to the request 

Mr. Bennetrr. Well, of course, that was the burden of my statement 
yesterday, that we do have requests from these customers of ours which, 
even excluding the Nevada contract, exceed the amount of dependable 
capacity we have available for sale. 

Mr. Carson. It isn’t just simply a problem of getting the Solicitor’s 
opinion on that one point ‘ 

Mr. Bennetr. Oh, no. There is the usual power allocation prob- 
lem that we have in any of our power operations, where the requests 
sxxceed the amount of capacity that we have available for sale. 

Mr. Caruson. The statement was made here yesterday that there 
was an inconsistency in the Department of Interior’s position, in this 
instance, of refusing to make power available to the city of Roseville, 
with its announced policy elsewhere throughout the Nation, and in 
that connection specifically, was mentioned the Clark Hill project. Is 
that in accord with your understanding of the two situations? Is 
there a distinction between the situation here and down there? Is 
there an inconsistency in the Department position ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, in that case they were speaking in terms of an 
obligation or a utility responsibility, if you will, of the Government 
to hold back capacity for future load growth of preference customers 
without compensating the Government for that reservation of capac- 
ity. In this case our preference customers are prepared to sign these 
contracts, assume a contractual obligation for the dependable capacity 
immediately. 

Mr. Cartson. In other words, the situation is not the same at all 
as it is in the Clark Hill situation ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, it is—let’s say that the issue which was being 
(liscussed in that memorandum is not the same issue which is involved 
here. ‘The requests we have here from our preference customers would 
contemplate the immediate sale of all of our dependable capacity. 

Mr. Cartson. I have no further questions at this time. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Congressman Moss ¢ 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Bennett, first I would like to say that I have no 
recollection, during the hearings last year in Atlanta, of any repre- 
sentation, either by the Government or by the preference customers, 
that they were unwilling to enter into contracts for future delivery to 
meet expanded needs. 1 wonder if that testimony was ever presented 
to this subcommittee by the Department ? 

Mr. Bennett. Congressman, as I understood his reference—and I 
think I probably should have asked him to point out the specific ref- 
erence he was talking about—a memorandum which was quoted in 
the testimony by one of the witnesses yesterday was written by Under- 
secretary Clarence Davis, I think; it might have been our present 
Solicitor, but I think it was Mr. Davis. And there he was talking 
about a hypothetical case of reserving capacity, whether the Govern- 
ment had an obligation to reserve capacity to meet future load growth 
of preference customers without getting any revenue for that reserve 
capacity, if there was an alternate market for it. Now, I am not at 
the moment expressing any view with respect to the context of that 
memorandum. What I am trying to drive at is the memorandum has 
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no direct reference to the matter before this committee. I believe it 
is even in terms of a hypothetical question. I am just trying to recall. 
Perhaps Mr. Carlson would like to clarify that. I think that would 
be a good idea. 

Mr. Cartson. That was what I had in mind—the memorandum and 
the statement which posed the rhetorical question: “Suppose again 
that your Federal plant generates * * *.” 

Mr. Cuuporr. That was in Mr. Brody’s statement. 

Mr. Cartson. Yes. 

Mr. Cuuporr. And wasn’t referring to anything the subcommittee 
had heard in Atlanta, Washington, or any place else. 

Mr. Carson. That is right. 

Mr. Moss. It was my understanding that the statement of Mr. 
Brody was substantially correct, that there was an apparent incon- 
sistency in the position taken during the study at Atlanta last year 
and the position set forth in your statement at this time. I was 
wondering how far into the future the Bureau feels it should under- 
take to meet the requirements of present preference customers ¢ 

Mr. Bennett. Well, at the moment we certainly do not believe that 
we should accept the estimated loads, for example, which appear in 
the last column of the chart, that I submitted yesterday, tabulating 
those requests from our existing customers, without critical evaluation 
of their projected loads. In other words, I think it is a question of 
trying to do equity to all the preference customers who are asking for 
the power. 

r. Moss. Don’t you feel just a slight moral obligation to a com- 
munity which entered into a contract in good faith with the Govern- 
ment and at rather considerable expense to the community for a period 
of 5 years patiently waited to take delivery of power under that con- 
tract and finally were forced to cancel; don’t you feel there is an obli- 
gation there to try to take care of them, where we now have a supply 
of power available ? 

r. Bennett. I personally, as one of the witnesses pointed out yes- 
terday, talked this matter over with the mayor and several of the other 
city officials on Saturday, and I told them then that the situation, in 
my judgment, gave them an equity ahead of practically any new cus- 
tomer that I could think of. 

Mr. Moss. Including Nevada ? 

Mr. Bennett. I think the answer is “Yes,” to you. 

Mr. Moss. Including Nevada? 

Mr. Bennett. Well, in the case of Nevada you have a comparable 
kind of a situation. 

Mr. Moss. Is it really comparable? Their first contract was 
what—1951 ? 

Mr. Bennett. 1952, I believe. 

Mr. Moss. 1952? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Moss. Some 7 years after the first contract that the city of Rose- 
ville can reasonably expect to take delivery of power, Nevada has yet 
to show that there is any possibility of her taking delivery of the 
reservation of some 33,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Bennett. As of a year or two ago, Congressman, I think their 
equities were quite comparable, because both of them were in the posi- 
tion of having contracted with the Government and having pr 
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unable to get transmission service. Now, as of today, I think prob- 
ably, as I indicated in my own statement, that the chances are pretty 
slim that the Nevada contract will be renewed, and I also thereby 
recognize Roseville as having what I would call a very high priority, 
so far as other new customers are concerned. 

Mr. Moss. I wonder if you might explain the significance, relating 
it to the condition we have today, of your table of comparison of 
the time it took to enter into contracts for the original Central Valley 
project power and the problem of negotiating contracts for the 150,000 
kilowatts which are now available? 

Mr. Bennerr. The sole point there was to try to give some perspec- 
tive to the complexities of handling the sale of public power when it 
becomes available. 

Mr. Moss. Isn’t that a somewhat invalid comparison ? 

Mr. Bennett. No; I don’t think so. We are speaking in terms of 
time now. I don’t think that we could be excused—let me use that 
word—if we were to take a whole year to put 29,000 kilowatts of 
capacity under contract. The situation today is not the same as it was 
then, and I recognize that, but the sole point was to give some perspec- 
tive to the fact that there are complexities which require a little time 
to resolve a problem like this power-allocation problem we have. 

Mr. Moss. Well, I think it is important for the record to show that 
the conditions back when the power first became available and the 
conditions today are entirely different. 

Mr. Bennerr. I concede that, and I said so. 

Mr. Moss. A considerable period of time was taken to negotiate 
the SMUD contract, not because of reluctance on the part of the 
Bureau to make power available but, I think, because of difficulty 
in some of the terms of the contract points of delivery, the fact that 
right wp until it was accepted there was no firm assurance that wheel- 
ing would be handled by P. G. & E., and, I think, that probably was 
true in a number of other contracts. Now that these preference cus- 
tomers have their contracts, it is just a simple matter of determination 
within the Bureau as to how they are going to allocate it. You haven't 
all of the other complex questions confronting you at this moment. 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, as I tried to indicate, I believe the problems are 
complex, but I don’t think we need anything even remotely like the 
time it took in that stage of the development of the Central Valley 
project, and I didn’t mean to imply so. 

Mr. Moss. In this new arrangement referred to on page 1 of your 
statement, what is that new arrangement? How did it come about? 
Is it a revision of the contract or is it a provision which automatically 
went into effect under certain conditions ? 

Mr. Bennett. No. We entered into an amendment to the 1951 
contract in December of 1955, and under the terms of that amendment 
the additional 150,000 kilowatts of capacity were to become available 
on the first day of the month after both Folsom and Shasta were filled, 
as I recall the terms. 

Mr. Moss. Is that going to make more power available to Pacific 
Gas & Electric at the 3-mill rate or more available at the 4-mill rate 
than they had under the previous contract ? 

Mr. Bennetr. Well, I don’t follow the question exactly. Our total 
dependable capacity has gone up to 450,000. 
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Mr. Moss. I am talking of availability to P. G. & E. Does it give 
them more at the 4-mill rate or less at the 4-mill rate ? 
Mr. Bennerr. Well, that will depend entirely on our load factor. 
You mean right now? If you mean right now 
Mr. Moss. The immediate future, yes. 
Mr. Bennett. There was more available to the P. G. & E. 
Mr. Moss. At the 4-mill rate or the 3-mill rate? 
Mr. Benner. At 4 mills, whether more at 3, 1 don’t know. 
Mr. Moss. I wonder if you could give us a comparison of the 
amount available at 4 mills under the revised contract and the amount 
available which they will buy under 3 mills? 
Mr. Bennett. I am not too clear what you mean by “available” but 
I think Mr. Winder asked for the information you want this morning. 
He wanted a breakdown. 
Mr. Moss. Mr. Winder, have you asked for that information ? 
Mr. Winper. Yes, something that I think will give you the informa- 
tion after it is analyzed and put together. 
Mr. Moss. I would suggest you get together with Mr. Bennett, and 
if the request you made this morning isn’t good enough, to cover that, 
then specifically request this infor mation. 
Now, Mr. Bennett, I am just intrigued by one statement, and not 
pressing it as being perhaps of major importance, but as I read page 5, 
the next to the last paragraph, what you are saying is that those pref- 
erence customers who are resourceful enough to secure backup power 
will be denied any expanded opportunity to buy the lower cost power 
from the Central Valley project, and those who haven't the ability to 
negotiate such an agreement will be blessed with added power from the 
project. Is that a correct summary of what you have said there? 
Mr. Bennett. I don’t think that is a correct interpretation at all. 
As the project has been operated previously and as it is being operated 
today, there is an ample cushion so we can tell our existing preference 
customers that we can meet any of their maximum demands, as of the 
rear future at least, even though those maximum demands exceed the 
contract rates of delivery. Now, what we are talking about here is an 
effort to eliminate the need for a reserve to meet those maximum de- 
mands, over and above contract rates of delivery, so as to put more 
dependable capacity under contract for sale to preference customers. 
Now, that is what it adds up to, pure and simple. 
Mr. Moss. That is the interpretation you would want on it, then ? 
Mr. Bennett. I think so, yes. 
Mr. Moss. Those are all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman. 
(Subsequent to the hearing the following material was submitted 
by Mr. Spencer. ) 








DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Sacramento, Calif., September 28, 1956. 
Hon. EARL CHUDOFF, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resource 8 Subcommittee, 


New Jersey Avenue and OC Street SE., Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. Cuuporr: * * * 
oa < * s ay * * 


Congressman John E. Moss requested a breakdown of the 4-, 3-, and 2-mill 
energy sold to Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and it was directed that we provide 
this information for the record. 

Attached is a tabulation showing project power billed to the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. for the period January 1955 through August 1956. In Mareh 1955, 
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and November 1955, there were no kilowatt-hours sold to the company and the 
project purchased from the company 38,865,759 kilowatt-hours to meet the 
requirements of the firm power loads of preference customers. The billing 
tabulation shows Pacific Gas & Electric Co. received no 4-mill energy for 2 
months, no 3-mill energy for 3 months, and no 2-mill energy for 8 months, and 
their monthly power bill varied from $52,133.62 to $416,081.35. 

I am sure the committee realized that we have experienced the best water 
year since the Central Valley project began operations. Gross production for 
the first 6 months of 1956 amounted to 2,051,137,200 kilowatt-hours as compared 
with the gross production of 2,221,008,000 kilowatt-hours for the calendar year 
1955. The water record shows that calendar year 1955 approximated average 
year (1935) runoff conditions and all utilities in the Pacific Southwest area use 
the average (1935) and adverse (1931) for forecasting the resources of the 
area. If Folsom and Nimbus had been in full operation in 1955, 662,992,000 kilo- 
watt-hours of additional generation by these plants, would have increased the 
project’s combined gross production to 2,884 million kilowatt-hours. Under 
adverse year (1931) runoff conditions, the combined gross production of the 
project would be 2,056,200,000 kilowatt-hours and for the calendar year 1957 the 
estimated requirements for preference agencies firm load and project use would 
be 1,945 million kilowatt-hours. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


Central Valley project power billed Pacific Gas & Electric Co., period January 
1955 through August 1956 





Kilowatts billed ! K ijlowatt-hours billed Total bill 2 
y to Pacific 
(ras & 
Firm Nonde- | At 4 mills | At 3 mills At 2 mills Total Electric 
pendable Co. 

1955—January 73, 170 0 9, 512, 100 9, 512, 100 18, 207, 079 $149, 92. 54 
February 73, 170 0 9, 512, 100 2, 998, 607 0 96, 825. 63 
March 73, 170 0 0 0 0 §2. 133. 62 
April 73,170 0 1, 187, 798 0 0 56, 647. 26 
May 73, 170 100, 000 9, 512, 100 | 32,054, 024 0 203, 383. 57 
June 69, 268 100, 000 9, 004, 840 | 35, 004, 840 66, 927, 937 334, 248. 71 
July 49, 419 100,000 | 6,424,470 | 32,424,470 | 126, 47: 416, 081. 35 
August 47, 368 100, 000 6, 424,470 | 32, 424, 470 S4, 834, 304. 20 
September 12, 217 100, 000 5, 488, 210 | 31, 488, 210 4 173, 605.15 
October 42, 217 100, 000 5, 488, 210 9, 653, 448 0 102, 197.13 
November 42, 217 95, 631 0 0 0 52, 791. 97 
December 39, 508 93, 791 5, 136,040 | 21,058, 971 0 129, 059. 83 
1956-—January . 38, 482 150, 000 5, 002, 660 | 44,002, 6€0 | 124, 287,013 | 173, 292, 333 $43, 606. 44 
February 38, 482 150, 000 5, 002, 660 | 44,002, 660 | 119,474,467 | 168, 479, 787 434, 462. 60 
March 38, 482 200, 000 5, 002, 660 | 57,002,660 | 100, 436,331 | 162, 441, 651 447, 215.14 
April 38, 482 200, 000 5, 002, 660 | 28, 554, 037 0 33, 556, 607 175. 307. 54 
May 38, 482 200, 000 5, 002, 660 | 57, 99, 162,955 | 161, 168, 275 444, 795. 73 
June 146, 002 59, 908 | 18, 980, 260 | 34, 55 110, 575,170 | 164,111,770 | 3 498, 716. 68 
July 140, 494 60,000 | 18, 264, 220 33, 100, 858, 716 52, 987, 156 171, 900). 60 
August . 140, 494 60, 000 | 18, 264, 220 | 33, 72, 998,916 | 125, 127. 356 418, 966, oS 





| Firm kilowatts billed at 75 cents per kilowatt; nondependable kilowatts billed at 25 cents per kilowctt 
? Total bill as computed is discounted 5 percent in accordance with contract No. 175r-3428. 
3 Includes adjustment of $241.27 for overstatement of certain prior billings 


Source: Pacific Gas & Electric Co. bills Sept. 26, 1956. 


Mr. Cuuporr. Any further questions? 

Mr. Lanican. I have just one other. In the correspondence which 
has been submitted to us by the Navy, the Navy has asked that its 4 
installations which are presently being served by the Bureau of Rec 
lamation be treated as one customer, with + metering points, so that 
the Navy can utilize its steam plant at Mare Island as backup power, 
which would help out a group of 4. Could you tell us whether there 
Is any reason, in your Department's policy, W hy this request cannot be 
granted ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. Frankly, I am not at all familiar with the details 
of that proposal. ‘The first I heard of it was here. I don’t know. As 
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J understand it, there is some question, in view of the letter of intent 
that Mr. Spencer referred to this morning, whether the capacity that 
the Navy has there would avoid the operation of that letter of intent. 
Now, I have never seen the letter of intent. I don’t know whether 
there is any legal question. From a policy point of view, I don’t know 
what the answer is, inasmuch as the details of the proposal have not 
been submitted to Washington, to my knowledge at least. 

Mr. Lanican. It seems that quite a few questions may hinge upon 
that letter of intent, if and when we get a chance to read it. 

Mr. Bennerr. That I don’t know. I have never seen it myself, 
Mr. Lanigan. 

Mr. Laniean. That is all. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Thank you, Mr. Bennett. 

(Whereupon Mr. Bennett left the witness stand.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. Is Mr. Carr here? 

(Mr. James K. Carr then took the witness stand.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. What is your full name? 

Mr. Carr. My name is James K. Carr. I am an assistant general 
manager for the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Would you raise your right hand please? Do you 
solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give before this 
subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God ? 

Mr. Carr. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you identify yourself to the reporter and give 
your full address and state in what capacity you appear ? 

Mr. Carr. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my name 
is James K. Carr. I am an assistant general manager for the Sacra- 
mento Municipal Utility District. In response to your invitation, 
Mr. James E. McCaffrey, the general manager and chief engineer of 
the utility district, asked me to appear oat present information on 
the purchase of Central Valley project power by the district, the dis- 
trict’s power need and the probable sources from which it will be 
obtained. Also here representing the utility district is Mr. E. K. 
Davis, director of power economics. Mr. Martin McDonough, con- 
sulting attorney, attended the hearing yesterday, and Paul E. Shaad, 
executive assistant general manager was here this morning. Mr. 
Shaad and Mr. McDonough had to leave because of prior commitments. 

We are aware that the subcommittee is interested in the utility 
dlistrict’s contract because the district is the largest purchaser of Cen- 
tral Valley project power. Following the brief statement regarding 
that contract and other matters of interest, I shall be glad to answer 
any questions that the subcommittee may have. 

On December 31, 1946, the district began distributing power. At 
that time power was purchased from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
under a contract that expired on June 30, 1954. For a long time prior 
to that date negotiations were under way with both the Bureau of 
Reclamation and P. G. & E. for a new power supply contract. On 
December 11, 1952, an agreement was signed between the district and 
the Bureau of Reclamation under which deliveries of Central Valley 
project power would begin on July 1, 1954. The most important 
features of this contract from the district’s standpoint were: 
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The price to be paid was in accordance with the standard Bureau 
of Reclamation R2F2 rate for the sale of Central Valley project power. 
The rate was firm for 10 years, subject to review at that time and at 
5-year periods thereafter. 

2. The district was assured of a firm power supply up to 290,000 
kilowatts for a 40-year period. 

3. Several alternative methods of delivery of this power to district 
facilities were provided, including wheeling over P. G & E. facilities. 

Subsequently, the contract was renegotiated and on January 26, 
1954, a revised agreement was signed. The principal change was the 
undertaking by SMUD to construct the facilities necessary for de- 
livery of power directly from Central Valley project at its Elverta 
switchyard on or before July 1, 1957. The Elverta switchyard is 
located a few miles north of Sacramento at the point where the 230- 
kilovolt lines from Folsom and Shasta converge. 

Later, as a result of cooperative system studies by the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the district, it was found that certain changes in the 
arrangement of power delivery points were desirable from the stand- 
point of both parties. Consequently, the contract was amended on 
April 7, 1955, to permit delivery of power at 115 kilovolts to a dis- 
trict. transmission line at Folsom switchyard, as well as at 230 kilo- 
volts at Elverta. The district agreed to build a line into Folsom. 
It will be completed late this year. 

The district’s main delivery point from Central Valley project 
facilities located at Elverta has just been completed. Pow er Is now 
being distributed from this point at 69 kilovolts to the district’s north- 
ern service area and at 115 kilovolts to the city of Sacramento, as 
well as rural areas in the south. A portion of the city of Sacramento 
may continue to be served through wheeling from P. G. & E. facili- 
ties at Brighton for the remainder of this year. 

The Sacramento Municipal Utility District serves the heart of one 
of the fastest growing areas in the country. The system demand has 
increased from 67,000 kilowatts in December 1946 to an estimated 
220,000 kilowatts in December 1956. This is an increase of 228 per- 
cent, or a compound rate of growth of 12.6 percent per year. Our 
actual demand in July 1956 was 202,539 kilowatts. During the 10- 
year period to December 1956, the number of customers will have 
doubled. Concurrently with the customer growth there has been a 
steadily increasing growth in the average use per consumer. The 
result has been a tremendous increase in SMU D’s power needs. 

We anticipate no lessening of present growth trends in the area. In 
a letter to Mr. C. H. Spencer, regional director of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation, dated July 19, 1956, we estimated that in fiscal year 1960 
the district’s system demand will be 310,000 kilowatts. This is based 
on the projected peak demand in December of 1959. This would mean 
that sometime during the calendar year 1959 our system demand will 
have exceeded the 290,000-kilowatt limit imposed by our agreement 
with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We are well advanced in our planning to meet these increased de- 
mands for power. We are proceeding actively in the initial stages 
of a hydroelectric ners in the American River Basin which will 
generate 206,000 kilowatts of power. We expect water-rights hear- 
ings to begin in November. If an early decision is reached satisfactory 
to us, we “hope to have the initial units on the line shortly after the 
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district’s load exceeds 290,000 kilowatts. Power from this project 
will be supplemented by power purchased under a contract with 
P. G. & E. signed in 1955. 

Mr. Chairman, a question has arisen regarding SMUD’s possible 
interest in obtaining additional Central Valley project power. I have 
a brief statement on that, and I will submit it to the commaittee’s staff. 
I regret I was unable to have it mimeographed in time for the hearing. 

Sacramento Munic ‘ipal Utility District has not been requested by the 
Department of the Interior to indicate any additional amounts of 
power it might need until 1961 and the district has not initiated any 

request. It ‘has been the district’s understanding that neither Sacra- 
mento Municipal Utility District nor Ames Labor: atory has been con- 
tacted because both agencies, in effect, had received some allocation of 
Folsom power. Moreov er, we have not sought any additional block 
of power at this time, as has the city of Roseville, because we have 
understood that the amount available would be small as compared to 
our needs and because it would be available, in any event, only until 
April 1961. Our present contract takes care of our needs somata 
time in 1959. In view of this and in the light of large amounts of 
power needed by the district, it was felt necessary to proceed with the 
district’s own hydroelectric development on the American River and 
with a contract with P. G. & E. for supplemental power. 

Also, Sacramento Municipal Utility District did not feel that the 
Department intended to give serious ‘consideration to the request: by 
other existing preference customers in the amounts indicated on the 
table attached to Mr. Bennett’s statement. It is observed that nu- 
merous agencies, including Ames Laboratory, have asked to more than 
double their present supply. If the Interior Department intends to 
pursue a policy of allocating all of the additional firm power to exist- 
ing customers, particularly to Ames Laboratory, to the exclusion of 
any new customers, and if that policy is finally adopted, then the Sac- 
ramento Municipal Utility District would expect to obtain its fair 
share of the additional firm power available in proportion to its needs. 
Certainly, if there was any thought that many of the existing agencies 
are to be permitted to double their purchase of power from the Central 
Valley project because of the addition of Rolsten, then Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District will firmly r request a pr oportionate amount. 
As on of the fastest growing areas in the State, it would seem that 
power allocated to the people of the district would be consistent with 
the long-established congressional policy of widespread distribution 
of the benefits that flow from the investment of Federal funds. 

Surely, the Sacramento Municipal Utility District should not be 
penalized because it has gone out to obtain a supplemental source of 
power including plans for investment in its own generating facilities. 
These alternate sources of power will prove consider: ably more expen- 
sive than purchase of Federal power. 

I want to make it supuicetieditees clear that Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District is in the market for its fair share of additional Fed- 
eral power and whenever the Central Valley project has firm power 
available, particularly when new features such as the Trinity may 
be added, the district will be among the first to apply for additional 
pow er. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Do you have any questions / 
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Mr. Laniean. I just want to get clear in my own mind the record 
of your statement about the desire or the willingness of Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District to take more firm power. That was predi- 
cated, as I recall, upon your statement that if the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion intends to increase the contract demands of its existing customers, 
to the exclusion of any new customers; is that a correct predicate of 
your statement ¢ 

Mr. Carr. That is right, Mr. Lanigan. I said if the Interior De- 
partment intends to pursue a policy of allocating all of the additional 
firm power to existing customers, particularly Ames Laboratory, to 
the exclusion of new customers, then we expect to get our fair share. 
I say that because, with Ames Laboratory, it was our understanding 
that Ames and Sacramento Municipal Utility District did not receive 
a letter from the Interior Department asking if they needed more 
power because our contracts were presumably predicated upon Folsom 
and Nimbus power being on the line. 

Mr. Lanigan. Then Sacramento Municipal Utility District did not 
oppose the addition of, say, Roseville or other preference customers 
for a reasonable amount of Central Valley power 4 

Mr. Carr. Sacramento Municipal Utility District does not oppose 
the sale of power to Roseville. 

Mr. Lanican. Thank you. That isall I have. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you go so far as to say that Sacramento Mu- 
nicipal Utility District would not only not oppose the sale of addi- 
tional power to Roseville, but would submit itself a letter to the 
Bureau to the effect that they have no objection and would go along 
with any requests for additional power at this time, especially the 
small amount of power requested by the city of Roseville ? 

Mr. Carr. Mr. Chairman, to be honest with you, I would have to 
have a little more information on the terms of the proposal with Rose- 
ville, and certainly have to have the approval of the general manager. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. But you would give it every consideration and would 
try in every way possible to cooperate, if you could, with Roseville’s 
demands for additional power ? 

Mr. Carr. Definitely. 

Mr. Lanican. Well, there was one possibility raised by Mr. Bennett 
which might fit in with what Mr. Chudoff has just asked. Mr. Ben- 
nett indicated that if some of the ean e customers would agree 
that they did not object to putting Roseville on a withdrawal basis, 
that might eliminate the question as to the possibility of the power 
being allocated to Roseville being nondependable power. Would Sac- 
ramento Municipal Utility District have any objection to Roseville 
being put on a withdrawal basis, as it has been discussed at this 
hear ‘ing? 

Mr. Carr. Offhand, my impression would be that Sacramento Mu- 
nicipal Utility District would not. However, there again I would 
certainly want to have approval of the general manager. But we 
want to make it clear Roseville is a public agency that has a joint 
boundary with us. We have informal agreements for working out 
our own power problems. We have had the best of cooperation, and 
certainly we would help them in any way we could. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 
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Mr. Cuuporr. Thank you very much, Mr. Carr. 

(Whereupon ‘Mr. Carr left the witness stand. ) 

Mr, Cuuporr. I understand there are representatives of Ames Lab- 
oratory here. I don’t know whether you are here as observers or 
would like to make a statement. Does any representative of Ames 
want to come forward and make a statement ? 

Votce From Aupience. (Later identified as Arthur B. Freeman.) 
I hadn’t prepared a statement, Congressman Chudoff, but I would be 
glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you come forward, please ? 

(Mr. Arthur B, Freeman took the witness stand. ) 

Mr. Cuuporr. What is your full name? 

Mr. Freeman. Arthur B. Freeman. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Would you raise your right hand, please? Do you 
solemnly swear the testimony you are about to give before this sub- 
committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God ? 

Mr, Freeman. I do. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Would you give the reporter your full address and 
identify yourself for the record ¢ 


TESTIMONY OF ARTHUR B. FREEMAN, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, 
AMES LABORATORY, NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 
AERONAUTICS 


Mr. Freeman. My name is Arthur B. Freeman, administrative 
officer for the Ames Laboratory of the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics at Moffett Field. 

Mr. Lanigan. Could you just briefly give the committee an outline 
of the power requirements and the power situation in the Ames 
Laboratory ? 

Mr. Freeman. We estimated, when we first started talking to the 
Bureau of Reclamation in 1951, that our foreseeable needs, say, up 
to approximately 1960, would be 175,000 kilowatts on peak and 260,000 
off peak. We have never changed those estimates. Our present needs, 
specifically, the month of August, on peak, was approximately 131,- 
000; our off peak, 192,000. So you can see just where we are in our 
progression toward that maximum. I think I would be repeating what 
has already been said, that we have asked an additional 50 from the 
Bureau; and you have information indicating that our estimates show 
a net savings to us over the long run if we take a hundred thousand 
from them. 

Mr. Cnuvuporr. I wonder if you could answer a question for me. 
What is the full name of Ames? What are they known as? 

Mr, Freeman. Ames Aeronautical Laboratory. 

Mr. Cuuporr. And is that a 





Mr. Freeman. That is a field station of the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics. 

Mr. Cuvporr. In other words, it is not a private corporation? 

Mr. Freeman. Oh, no, 

Mr. Cuuporr. It is an agency of the United States Government. 

Mr. Freeman. We are under the Independent Agencies Appropria- 
tion Act. 
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Mr. Cuvvorr. So that you would be a preference customer under 
the law / 

Mr. Freeman. Yes. 

Mr. Cuuporr. I wanted to have it clear because it is quite possible 
that a name like that might confuse somebody into thinking it is a 
private corporation. 

Mr. Freeman. Yes, this frequently happens. 

Mr. Laniegan. Can you tell us what the power factor is in the Ames 
use of the second block of 50,000 kilowatts—pardon me, the load 
factor, not the power factor. 

Mr. Freeman. I am not sure I understand that completely, Mr. 
Lanigan. You mean on the Bureau's part of the load ¢ 

Mr. Lanigan. No. I am speaking of the second 50,000-kilowatt 
block that you are using at the present time. At the present time 
you get 50,000 from the Bureau of Reclamation- 

Mr. Freeman. From the Bureau. 

Mr. Laniegan. And the balance from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
and I understand that your tests run up high loads, and then they 
drop back down, depending on what your schedule is/ 

Mr. Freeman. That is right. 

Mr. Lanicgan. Have you computed on what load factor you would 
utilize a second 50,000-kilowatt block from the Bureau of Reclamation / 

Mr. Freeman. No. This is rather difficult to do. I will try to 
come back to your question. This might help in thinking about it. 
Let’s take specifically the month of August, which we have actual 
figures on, and the first 50,000. The load factor on the Bureau part 
1S : probably better than most people realize. Our overall load factor 
looks small, that is both P. G. & E. and the Bureau, about 18.7 percent. 
But if you consider, too, that of 26 million kilowatt-hours in that 
month, almost 18 million went to the Bureau, their load factor looks 
pretty good, based on their demand alone—40 to 50 percent. What it 
would be at a hundred is somewhat problematical. I don’t have a good 
figure on it. I might get as high as 35 percent. 

Mr. Lanican. The 18.7 is the overall for— 

Mr. Freeman. For the month of August 1956. 

Mr. Lanican. For your complete system / 

Mr. Freeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lanican. Have you attempted to make any arrangements to 
utilize Bureau power in the offpeak hours / 

Mr. Freeman. Well, under our present arrangement we are buying 
firm from them, which is available around the clock, and it makes no 
difference whether we use it offpeak or onpeak. Our use of P. G. 
& E.—our offpeak—is beneficial because of the lower rate, and our 
demand offpeak is considerably higher than our demand onpeak. 

Mr. Lanigan. What is your demand charge from the P. G. & E. for 
offpeak demands ? 

Mr. Freeman. Fifteen cents a kilowatt. Now, this is interruptible 
power, not firm power. 

Mr. Lanican. What would be your demand charge on an additional] 
50,000 kilowatts of Bureau of Reclamation power 

Mr. Freeman. Seventy-five cents a kilowatt. 

Mr. Laniean. Could you, if you desired, arrange your testing so as 
to do a large part of it on the offpeak time ? 
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Mr. Freeman. We do this normally, purely as a matter of economy. 
If we only had to run 8 hours a day, we would do all our running 
offpeak. There just aren’t enough hours offpeak so we run our largest 
units offpeak ; hence the hundred and ninety thousand demand. And 
then we try to run our smaller units; have to run them onpeak. 

Mr. Lanican. If you got additional power from the Bureau of 
Reclamation, do you ‘think it would be possible to schedule its use in 
the offpeak times of the day, so far as the Bureau system is concerned ? 

Mr. Freeman. No, I don’t think so, and I don’t think we would be 
buying firm power if we tried to do this. After all, we are trying 
to buy. firm power from them, and we would want it around the ¢ joc k. 
as our present 50. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Carlson / 

Mr. Cartson. No. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Congressman Moss ? 

Mr. Moss. Isn’t the operation at Ames of a type which would be bet- 
ter served from a more completely integrated system! Isn’t it one of 
sharp peaks and valleys in the demand for power, the need for power? 

Mr. Freeman. It is, if you try to serve the whole load from one 
source. This was conclusively proven by the Bureau of Reclamation 
when they attempted to serve us on a nondependable basis and were 
unable todo so. This might not be so conclusive if you broke it up into 
two pieces, as we have now and give the Bureau the base load, which 
has a much better load factor and let P. G. & E. come in and take the 
peaks that give us so much trouble. 

Mr. Moss. You indicated an additional 50,000 kilowatts would be 
utilized to the extent indicated—I don’t know whethed you are going 
to give us something to back that up—of about 30 to 35 percent, but at 
the present time your first 50,000 is only utilized to about an 18.74 

Mr. Freeman. No. Iam afraid I didn’t get that across. The 18.7 
is the load factor on our total load. This includes both the Bureau and 
P.G.& E. In other words, in arriving at this load factor, we take our 
maximum demand which is the sum of P. G. & E.’s and the Bureau, 
and calculate the load factor. 

Mr. Moss. You feel that the 50,000 additional would save you how 
much money ? 

Mr. Freeman. We estimated on the order of five to seven thousand 
dollars a month. This is difficult to estimate exactly, because it is a 
function of how much energy would go to the Bureau and how much 

to P.G.&E. You can’t know this conclusiv ely until you experience it. 

Mr. Moss. Wouldn’t you be better off with some steam generating 
facilities of our own to tie into your 

Mr. Freeman. This I don’t feel I can answer. I doubt it, because of 
the very thing you brought up, the nature of our load. We would be 
starting up and stopping too frequently. I doubt it. 

Mr. Moss. Now, at Ames you do work for the Government. You do 
considerable work for others than Government, don’t you ¢ 

Mr. Freeman. [am glad you mentioned that, because it reminds me 
of a statement that I believe Mr. Brody made during his testimony. 
Our work is, as of now, exclusively for the Gover nment. It is either 
at the request or the direction of the Bureau of Aeronautics, Navy, 
or from the Air Force, or research that we initiate ourselves. Mr. 
Brody’s statement was technically and legally correct, that we may— 
we are authorized to do work for private industry, but this should not 
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be exaggerated as to amount. For example, in the last 10 years we 
have done none of this. We can, but as a general rule there is very 
little of it. 

Mr. Moss. All of your requests come from either the Navy—they 
don’t come from the contractors with the Navy ¢ 

Mr. Freeman. They may come from the contractor through the 
Navy. 

Mr. Moss. How are you reimbursed, by Navy or—— 

Mr. Freeman. No: by our own appropriation. 

Mr. Moss. For all? 

Mr. Freeman. From the Independent Offices Appropriation Act. 
We receive no reimbursement from the Navy or from the Air Force. 
I was just trying to tie that in with the testimony which I heard in 
Washington at the time we had requests for additional—Public Law 
335, I believe—for positions or so-called supergrade positions. It 
seemed to me that it was indicated then that we did do work for others 
than the Government. Well, possibly I should go into the fact that 
we may do more. I believe you are familiar with the so-called unitary 
wind tunnel program, with its own separate legislation. W here 
NACA built certain tunnels, the Air Force is building some at Tulla- 
homa ; other Government agencies are participating. These units, and 
only these, will be avail: ble to private industry for a small fraction 
of the time. These are our newest units. We haven't gotten into this 
program. I believe this is what you are talking about. 

Mr. Moss. Do you have any of those units at Ames? 

Mr. Freeman. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Moss. What is their load requirement 

Mr. Freeman. I am sorry; I didn’t hear you. 

Mr. Moss. What is the 1 requirement to operate those ? 

Mr. Freeman. That is the unit that will establish our basic onpeak 
demand of 175,000. In other words, you have 185,000 horsepower on 1 
shaft, and you have 3 wind-tunnel test sections that you can connect 
up to that same shaft. 

Mr. Moss. That is all I have. 

Mr. Cuvporr. I just want to ask one question. I guess you know 
Roseville’s problem; and assuming that you do know it, do you be- 
lieve that Ames would have any objection, in view of the fact that 
there are 150,000 kilowatts available under the favorable water situa- 
tion that exists at the present time, plus the possibility of 33,000 more 
kilowatts that might be available if the Nevada contract is not re- 
newed—would you have any objection to Roseville getting 7,500 or 
10,000 kilowatts additional from the Bureau? Would you complain 
that they were getting a preference over you and you were entitled 
to it ahead of them? 

Mr. Freeman. We have taken the position that we felt that existing 
customers should be served before new customers. Now, I, prior to 
these hearings, had not been particularly familiar with the Roseville 
problem. In fairness to them, I wonder now, after hearing all this, 
whether they are new customers or whether they are old customers 
We would probably object if we get anything less than we ask for, 
but not because of Roseville’s request. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Isn’t it true that what they are asking for might he 
termed a drop in the bucket, and it wouldn’t help you in any way if vew 
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got the 7,000 kilowatts; that wouldn’t help your situation at all—an 
Sdditionel. 7 7,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Freeman. That is true. It would help very little. 

Mr. Cuuporr. So if it came to a choice between giving Ames 7,000 
or Roseville 7,000, you could go along with Roseville’s demand; 
couldn’t you ? 

Mr. Freeman. Well, I could only do this on the basis of telling you 
that we would probably have to ask for a little more appropriation 
than we would if we got the 7,000. It would not cripple us, as far as 
operating goes. But it would cost us a little more money if we had to 
buy that from P. G. & E. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Oh, | understand that. But you are buying it from 
P.G.& E. now anyway: aren’t you ¢ 

Mr. Freeman. That is true. 

Mr. Cuuporr. So that actually it wouldn’t cost you any more money 
than you are now expending under present appropriations / 

Mr. Freeman. That is correct. 

Mr. Cuuporr. That is all. Thank you. 

Mr. Laniean. I want to ask you if you don’t have these figures, if 
you can supply us the number of kilowatt-hours that were used under 
your Bureau of Reclamation demand and the number of kilowatt- 
hours that were used under your P. G. & E. demand for the month 
of August 1956? Do you have those handy ? 

Mr. Freeman. I am glad you picked that month because I have 
those. The total energy used from all sources was 26,208,000, of 
which P. G. & E. got 8,215,500, the Bureau, 17,992,500. The Bureau 
demand, of course, was 50. The total demand on peak was a hundred 
and thirty-one thousand, and the total demand off peak was—these 
are approximate—a hundred and ninety-two thousand. 

Mr. Lanigan. Was August a typical month or was there anything 
unusual about it ? 

Mr. Freeman. Yes and no. It is what we expect to be a typical 
month. It hasn’t been a typical month because we have had some 
unfortunate breakdowns in equipment, and we were unable to reach 
this point. It is very close to what we had estimated in 1951 as being 
a typical month. I think we will probably use more energy than 
this—possibly as high as 30 million—during the next 6 months. It 
has been our best month so far. 

Mr. Lanican. In view of what you have heard here about the 
availability of nondependable power until September 1957 or the 
possible availability of nondependable power, would ion be in 
a position to utilize some of that nondependable power and would 
Ames be interested in obtaining it ? 

Mr. Freeman. This would force us to go back and reconsider our 
whole picture. Frankly, our experience with the Bureau’s non- 
dependable power is that it is quite nondependable. It is difficult 
to predict a budget on this basis. It causes you all kinds of operating 
problems. I believe your subcommittee has figures on how many 
times we were interrupted. This is quite expensive. We would want 
to know more in detail as to what exactly was available. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Any further questions by anyone? 


(No response. ) 
Mr. Cuuporr. Thank you. 
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(Whereupon the witness left the witness stand.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. Is there a representative of the Navy here that wants 
to be heard ? 

Voice From Avuptence (Capt. Ralph K. Brodie). Yes, sir. We 
did not necessarily want to be heard, but we are available for any 
questioning you want to give us. 

Mr. Cuuporr. | thought that you might have something that you 
want to put in the record. If you don’t, we are not going to burden 
you. 

Vorce From AvuprenceE (Captain Brodie). No, sir; we have nothing 
in particular we want to put in. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Winder, will you take the stand ? 

The subcommittee will take a 5-minute recess. 

( Recess. ) 

Mr. Cuuporr. The subcommittee will be in order. 

(Mr. Clarence Winder then took the witness stand.) 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you state your full name, please / 

Mr. Winner. Clarence A. Winder, W-i-n-d-e-r, 740 Linda Vista 
Avenue, Pasadena, Calif. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Would you raise your right hand? Do you solemnly 
swear that the testimony you are about to give before this subcom- 
mittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God ? 

Mr. Wrnper. I do. 

Mr. Cuuporr. For the record, would you set forth your capacity 
with the subcommittee ? 


TESTIMONY OF CLARENCE A. WINDER, SUBCOMMITTEE 
CONSULTANT 


Mr. Wrnper. I am retained by the subcommittee as consultant on 
the determination of the availability of power for preference cus- 
tomers and others in the area served by the Central Valley project. 

Mr. Cuvporr. Mr. Winder, since you set forth that you have been 
retained as a consultant by the subcommittee, would you, for the 
record, give us a short résumé of your background and experience in 
this type of work? 

Mr. Winper. Starting from the period in 1909 when I graduated as 
an electrical engineer from the University of Cincinnati, I spent the 
next 15 years as an engineer for the General Electric Co. About half 
of that time was at Niagara Falls, in conjunction with the engineering 
and sales of equipment going into the Niagara Falls powerplant. 
After that time I then went into the consulting business, mostly rate 
regulation and valuation, until the year 1930. This work was carried 
on in Midwest States, Texas, and so forth, and in that time I went 
to California and continued my work and consulting practice there 
until 1935. In 1935, I was invited by Mr. Morris Llewellyn Cook, 
who had just been appointed the Administrator of Rural Electrifi- 

cation Administration, to come to Washington and assist him, along 
with a half-dozen others, in developing the rural electrification phil- 
osophy and program, as well as developing the personnel to carry that 
out. I went there, expecting to stay some 6 months in getting that 
work underway, and after I had been there for 18 months, I was 
invited by Governor Murphy, of Michigan, to come there in the latter 
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part of 1936 and reorganize the public utilities commission of that 
State and act as its chief engineer. That I did, and in 1938 was invited 
to come back to Rural Electrification, to be chief engineer, which was 
followed a few months later by creation of the job of chief engineer 
and Chief of Operations which job I held until 1942. 

At that time they were developing the War Production Board, and 
a portion of the War Production Board was assigned the job of con- 
trolling the power industry for the entire United States, to make 
certain that every power industry was available to the manufacturers 
of munitions when needed. 

In the position as Assistant to the Director of the Office of War 
Utilities, I carried on that job until the end of the war, 3 years later 
when I was then transferred or requested to come to the Federal Power 
Commission as consultant engineer, and I carried out the work as Con- 
sultant to the Federal Power Commission for 2 more years. 

Then, in 1947, I came back to California to continue my practice 
as consultant and have been continuing that, appearing before various 
commissions on the coast and being retained by 20-odd cities as their 
consultant in utility matters, as well as in the period of 1948 con- 
sultant to the armed services on this coast in the matters of rates. 

I am still carrying on that type of practice. I am a registered 
professional engineer in the State of California and Nevada, where 
I act as consultant to the public utilities commission of that State. 

Until last year—or, rather, up until the present time—I have been 
a member of the Board of Directors of the City of Pasadena, which 
has a powerplant of its own steam generation, together with a small 
percentage of our capacity being furnished by the project known as 
the Hoover Dam, and in that capacity I act as consultant to the utility 
of Pasadena. The problems that we have there, in some respects, are 
similar to the problems in the Bureau here. We have one of our—in 
fact, our largest customer upon our distribution system is a wind tun- 
nel, and one of the larger ones just having been completed under the 
control of the University of Caltech, as it is known, or California 
Institute of Technology ; it being a cooperative wind tunnel operated 
for the four major aviation companies on the west coast. 

Up until last year I also acted as chairman of the board of directors, 
which is equivalent to mayor in the ordinary council city. I still am 
on that board, and at the present time am sort of acting as godfather 
over an 80,000-kilowatt expansion in our steam project—steam power 
plant—brought about through a large expansion in the load in the 
city of Pasadena, together with a loss of load that we have been able 
to carry in waterpower from Boulder. As is, of course, common 
knowledge here, water has gone down so fast in the Colorado River 
over the last 5 years that at the present time we do not get firm power ; 
we only get 65 percent of the firm power that we had all originally 
signed up for. It presents a serious problem which I will bring up 
again before I have completed my testimony. 

That gives you an idea of my present occupation. 


QUESTIONS BY MR. LANIGAN 


Mr. Lanigan. Could you tell us what records you have had avail- 
able to study in connection with considering the problem of the 
availability of power from the Central Valley project, and in general 
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the persons you have interviewed or been present when they were 
interviewed ¢ 

Mr. Winper. The subcommittee had received from the Bureau of 
Reclamation certain studies showing the projection of expected de- 
mands, as well as the projection of the contractual demands of the 
25-odd customers that they were serving over the period until April 1, 
1961, which is the expiration date of those contracts. I also was able 
to obtain copies of the contracts that were entered into between these 

various agencies and the Bureau. I made visits to seven of the con- 
tracting customers. They were the Sacramento Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict, Mare Island Navy Yard, the Ames Laboratory, Castle Air Force 
Base, Naval Air Station, Naval Supply Annex, Naval Magazine, Port 
Chicago, the city of Roseville, and the offices of the AE C, to discuss 
the Livermore we: ipons plant. 

The data thus obtained I have tabulated. The tabulations are both 
actual and estimated demands, and this table must be studied, con- 
sidering the fact that up until the time that the storage of water behind 
Shasta Dam equaled 4,493,000 acre-feet and the storage behind Folsom 
Dam equaled a million acre-feet, that the total project dependable 

capacity was considered for contract purposes to be limited to 300,000 
kilowatts. Since the study, the project dependable capacity has now 
been effectively increased to 450,000, and this occurred in May of 
1956. 

By arrangements with the Pacific Gas & Electric, this additional 
power was made available to the then contracting customers of the 
Central Valley project. 

Before we go into the details of how that is made available, I 
think perhaps it might be well for the record and for all of us to 
review just what is meant by a wheeling contract. All of us have 
approached the problem from our particular technical education. 
Those of us who look at these problems with a legal eye have seen 
them as legal structures, and those of us who are engineers are prone 
to look at them as technical from the standpoint of metering quantities 
of power, both as to demand and energy. It is said that this is a 
wheeling contract. Asa matter of fact, it is more precisely a displace- 
ment contract; that is, none of the power that goes into the P. G. 
& E. transmission system, if it could be labeled or if it could be dyed 
2 special color, would ever find its way into any of these contract cus- 
tomers. It goes into a common reservoir, and out of that common 
reservoir comes equivalent amount of power. Not at the same time, 
which is a thing we must keep in mind. It comes out at the time that 
the customer wants it. It is put into the reservoir at the time that 
the P. G. & E, can accept it and wants it. The result is that as to what 
we are talking about when we speak about coincident demands and 
so forth are the legal interpretation of what is meant by demand. And 
from there on we have a series of mathematical operations which come 
out in the long run as kilowatt hours, multiplied by quantity of mills 
or cents, as the case may be—ends up in dollars—which amount is 
partially owed to the Bureau and partially owed to the P. G. & E. 

The result is that it is very difficult to say how the Bureau shall 
operate its project, in the light of the demands—the coincident 30-min- 
ute demands—because they have nothing to do with it except legally. 

The power that is available from this project is predicated upon the 
release of water. Some of these releases are obligatory. That is, cer- 
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tain water shall be released for irrigation purposes—one of the prime 
purposes of this project, a multipurpose project. Others shall 
be for wildlife, fish propagation, salinity control in the delta area, 
navigation, and 3 or 4 different things of that character, which deter- 
mine the minimum that must be turned loose under certain conditions 
to maintain those conditions farther downstream. Beyond that, the 
Bureau has its own theory and its own program of turning loose water 
for the purpose of generating kilowatt-hours, which must be done in 
order that this project be paid for. 

Studies of irrigation projects that are a part of multipurpose dams 
will show that rarely, if ever, have irrigation projects paid out per se, 
but have been paid out, if at all, by the power that is sold from these 
multipurpose dams. 

I have had a good many years’ experience with the Roosevelt Dam in 
Phoenix, Ariz., where I was located as local manager for the General 
Electric Co. for a while, and during that period I was on Governor 
Campbell’s staff, as a member of the staff that was his group on the 
seven-State compact arrangement that was the forerunner of the Boul- 
der Dam. And as his advisor, it was required that I make elaborate 
studies of the use of power in the multipurpose dams in Arizona. The 
result was that it was obvious there that irrigation could not—certainly 
did not—pay for the operation of that dam, and that what was paid 
back to the Government in that project came through the revenues, as 
far as that dam was concerned, from the power department. 

The same thing, up till now, is true in the Central Valley project, 
and it is probably due to some very good financing. It is probably due 
to good management, probably due to a very wonderful market for 
power that exists in this area, that this sale of power has been such 
that the project has paid back into the United States Treasury a good 
many millions of dollars toward the writeoff of the entire project. 

Up until 1955, at the end of the year, the net income of this project 
was divided between expenses and return to the Government, 40 and 60 
percent. In other words, 60 percent of the income returned to the Gov- 
ernment, and only 40 percent was used as expenses, and in that 40 per- 
cent was also a very large figure—some $1414 million—which was set 
aside for depreciation or replacement and interest. 

So this project is, at the present time, in a very handsome position 
financially, due to the large income from power, and looking at tha 
gross income from power for the project up to date, that figure is $81 
million from power and $13 million from irrigation. 

So much for the approach, on an economic standpoint. I also re- 
viewed the situation as to whether or not physically there was firm 
power available currently from this project, and I think, in the light 
of the testimony that has gone before, it is almost unnecessary to say 
what my conclusions are, because they have been concurred in by the 
Department, that there is firm capacity at this time. The only problem 
that remains is who is to get it, and under what conditions. Now, look- 
ing at the future, I studied the projected demands of the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District, which holds a 40-year contract, one of the 
few long-term contracts with the Bureau, and I found that they had 
projected their needs weli into the future and were protected up until 
close to 1960, at which time they estimated their demands to be 290,000 
kilowatts, and to that extent they are protected by a firm contract. Be- 
yond that point they protected themselves with a 300,000 kilowatt con- 
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mi for power, if and as needed, from the P. G. & E. Now, that con- 

‘act extends until 1971, and at that time this utility district expects 
‘a be in position to be independent of outside producers. 

So there was no need to worry, as far as the committee was con- 
cerned, as to what demands Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
would make upon this project. They are out of the picture; as far 
as the future is concerned, it is static. It does not take its full con- 
tractual power now, and it doesn’t intend to take any more than it 
needs at any time, and its needs are already insured. 

The next large customer in the list given to us by the Bureau was 
the Ames Laboratory of the NACA. They have a firm contract, 
No. 5080, of December 1, 1955, which expires April 1, 1961, but has 
a clause in it that, of course. all the Government contracts have, that 
it is dependent upon the amount of appropriation given by Congress 
whether or not the details or the fulfillments of that contract are 
met. I mean, that is necessary. That is 50,000 dependable, and that 
50,000 kilowatts represents a small percentage of the total load of 
that laboratory. The balance of it is served—and this again, I want 
to point out, is a loose use of the English language—it is served as 
an additional amount from P. G. & E., because that is not true. 
P. G. & FE. turns all the power through a single service to the labora 
tories, but for billing purposes 50,000 kilowatts, together with its load 
factor of about 50 percent, is charged at the rates set forth in the 
contract and deducted from the whole bill, which is the P. G. & E.'s 
bill. 

Now, that balance served by P. G. & E. is the highly fluctuating 
portion of the load, and the contract that they have with P. G. & E. 
is highly favorable to that type of load. In other words, looking at 
the two rate structures—on one hand the Bureau and on the other 
hand the private utility—the Bureau’s rate structure is not the type 
that fits the requirements of a wind tunnel or a wind tunnel organ- 
ization. It has a relatively high amount of revenue returned to it 
through the sale of energy. Now, that is not the kind of a contract 
that a wind tunnel organization wants. They want to have a larger 
amount of their revenue to the distributor come in the form of energy, 
and less in the demands, because the wind tunnel business is practically 
all demand. 

Mr. Laniean. Could I interrupt? I think vou said that the Bureau 
had a large amount in terms of energy. Did you mean a large amount 
in terms of demand ? 

Mr. Winper. Well, in the terms of—as used by the laboratories, 
they take a large percentage of their power in energy from the 
Bureau and a small percent from the P. G. & E. Therefore, there 
gets into their total bill from the Bureau a large percentage of the 
dollars coming from energy. Now, that is not true with P. G. & E. 
beeause of the low number of kilowatt-hours P. G. & E.—although the 
rate is higher, the total bill is made up more of demand than of energy. 
If that is ‘thoroughly understood, it then will lead you to why it was m) 
belief and why, in setting up the final determination of the availability 
of power at the present “time, I have limited in my review the Ames 
Laboratories to 50,000 kilowatts, because, from an economic stand- 
point, it is fallacious to encourage the use of this kind of a load on 
the rate structure that is now available to them from the Burean. It 
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is much more desirable, from a rate structure standpoint, to encourage 
them to take power from the P. G. & E. 

Now, the next large or relatively large consumer that was inter- 
viewed was the Mare Island Navy Yard. Rather a unique situation. 
They have a firm contract of some 8,000 kilowatts which, after July 1, 
I believe, was increased to 20,000. This contract they back up with 
steam power as cold reserve. This powerplant is ineflicient from a 
fuel consumption standpoint, and its sole value is to sit there and be 
available for emergencies. For that purpose, it has a high value be- 
cause it backs up the entire contract—because there are 18,000 kilo- 
watts available there—backs up the entire needs of Mare Island at 
this time. For that reason, I did not consider that there was an need 
at the moment at Mare Island for anything further than their firm 
contract requirements at this time. If and when Trinity and other 
facilities become available, there is no doubt that it will be very much 
more to the advantage of the Government to save money for the Navy 
and see to it that they have additional power so that they can abandon 
the steam plant which does have an expense attached to it from a 
maintenance standpoint, and it has got to be kept ready to use if, as, 
and when. 

Mr. Lanigan. By that did you mean the 8,000 or the—— 

Mr. WiNper. Twenty. 

Mr. Lanican. Twenty or twenty-five thousand ? 

Mr. Winprer. The amount that I have used in my total estimate of 
demand, as of April 1, 1961—which I have projected my demands to— 
is 25,000. 

The next—and from here on they are relatively small and represent 
a small percentage of the total load involved—was the Moffett Naval 
Air Station, which has contract No. 3377 for 2,500 kilowatts and had a 
maximum demand, up to the time I interviewed them, of 2,050—and 
they had a maximum demand, I am sorry, correction, of 2,560 in 
January. Their estimated demand of that naval air station in 1960 
was 4,000 kilowatts, and that was the figure that I have used in con- 
junction with my survey. The naval supply annex has contract No. 
3362 for 5,000 kilowatts and had a maximum demand in June of 1956 
of 3,330, and in 1956 the peak was in February at 3,420. I have 
included them in my estimate at 6,000 kilowatts. 

Now, leaving that in the interests of time, I might say that I have 
made up a tabulation which I will leave with the committee, showing 
the various customers, as listed by the Bureau, on their tabulation to 
the committee, and using, except where indicated, the figures that had 
been developed by the Bureau, which shows that on April 1, 1961, the 
total estimated demand will be 423,970 kilowatts. I estimated the 
needs of Roseville at that time at 8,000 kilowatts with the present 
operating system and philosophy of the city of Roseville. If, on the 
other hand, the city of Roseville adopts a modern policy of rate reduc- 
tions, with the view of encouraging use and using something of the 
rate structure of Sacramento Municipal Utility District, that estimate 
should be 10,000. 

Now, going back to the demands of certain of the users of power 
which differs throughout the year—and I am meaning now the use 
by the Bureau of Reclamation for pumping of irrigation water and 
for irrigation districts which use power for pumpng—I found that 
the figure for April 1, 1961, of 423,970 should be changed to, if the peak 
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were based upon the demands of December 1960, to 489,030 kilowatts. 
This result was without any inclusion for Roseville. So the availabil- 
ity of some 20,000 kilowatts, even at the maximum peak of demands in 
1960, shows there is ample power for them on a firm basis, and my ree- 
ommendation to Roseville, when I spoke to their engineer and city man- 
ager, was that their requests from the Bureau and from the Central 
V alley project should be on a firm basis because the growth of facili- 
ties of this kind should not be problematical. They should be firm, 
and they should have the availability of power on which growth of 
utility service is completely dependent. 

There have been some problems injected into the determination of 
availability, such as a cushion or a working margin which, in some 
respects, seemed to eliminate the availability of power for new cus- 
tomers. But, after you stop to consider that the method of selling 
power by the Bureau and the-—— 

Mr. Cuuporr. Mr. Winder, would you please talk into the mike? 
We had to turn that air-conditioning unit on again. 

Mr. Winper. Method of selling power by the Bureau, in which they 
permit certain users to exceed contract amounts, is not a matter of con- 
tract. If, for some reason or other, we are going to stick to the legal 
determination of what is the amount of power avails ible, it should “be 
done all along the line, and where it has been called to our attention 
that certain of these customers were taking more than their contract, 
that is permissive on the part of the oper ators of the Central V alley 
project; it is not the right under the contract. I can find it in no place. 
So, whether or not they are backed up by some other agency that sells 
power, they are automatically because the other agency does sell 
them the power. It isa matter of billing which is all that they are in- 
terested in, as far as the Central Valley project is concerned. So I 
would say that now, and for the foreseeable future, there is ample re- 
serve of firm power that can be made available to the city of Roseville, 
without, in any way, causing complications to the operation of the 
project from a water standpoint. 

Now, just for the record, I would like to point out that in the year 
1955 the preference customers received through P. G. & E. 1,198,- 
780,188 kilowatt-hours, or 53.23 percent of all the power generated. 
P. G. & E. at the same time obtained 575,396,183 kilowatt-hours or 
25.552 percent of the total generated or distributed power. The 
project use for pumping and other services was 273,957,755 kilowatt- 
10urs, or 12.166 percent. And transmission losses are listed at 203,- 
716,464 kilowatt- hours or 9.047 percent. This is a total output 
available output—of 2,251,850,590 kilowatt-hours. 

As to the usage during the first 6 months of the Beaton agencies, 
and looking over the tabulation furnished by the Bureau, there i 
small increase in the number of kilowatt-hours served to ae prefe 
ence agencies. The total for the first 6 months of preference amt 
kilowatt-hours is 813,003,802 kilowatt-hours. That figure compares 
with the data given on this sheet, which does not quite check up with 


Sa 


the figures I obtained from the Bureau, and I think it is bes gulse cer- 
tain losses are included in the figures I am now going to giv hich 


were not included in mine; 1,254,574,885, which was the figure for the 

12 months preceding. Now, in that same period of time, the avail 

ability to P. G. & E. over the minimum monthly contract requirements 

in kilowatt-hours—and I am not sure yet just where this fits into the 
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picture, but I give it to you for what it is worth from the exhibit for 
the Bureau—is labeled here at 294 001,142 kilowatt-hours for the 12 
months of last year; for the first 6 months of this year 767,489,750, or 
consider ably—almost 3 times as much—for the first 6 months this year 
as for the year last year. 

Now, not having available certain data as to what the P. G. & E. 
received from the Central Valley into its own system for its own use 
for the distribution to its own customers under contract 3428, I then 
went to the records that are filed each year by the P. G. & E. with the 
public utilities commission, and there, for the record, I will give 
you what was shown to be the purchases from the Central V alley 
project. This document is filed under oath with the public utilities 
commission. It states as follows: Contract at the beginning of 1955, 
dependable, 73,170 kilowatts ; mene duri ing the year—whic +h T under- 
stand to have been early in the yes 9,508. Nondependable was up 
to 100,000 kilowatts. In 1955 the average monthly demand, depend- 
able, was 58,172 kilowatts, and the average monthly demand, non- 
dependable, was 65,785 kilowatts. The maximum annual demand 
during the year 1955 for dependable was 73,170. The maximum de- 
mand for nondependable was a hundred thousand. 

The total power purchased, according to the figures given to the 
Commission, was 575,396,183 kilowatt- hours, and the total amount of 
money was $2,094,239. Of this amount of kilowatt- hours, approxi- 
mately 428 million were for nondependable and a hundred and forty- 
six dependable—146 million dependable. Of this 146 million depend- 
able power, the request of the city of Roseville is only 15 million plus 
for this current year. I might raise the figure, before the expiration 
of the year 1960, up to: about 20 million. So that it is a small percent- 
age of the power that is now going to the wheeling agency, which pre- 
sumably is being paid a fair ‘charge for their wheeling arrangements 
under contract No. 2650 of a mill ‘plus per kilowatt-hour. 

I am not sure that I have given the committee all of the background 
necessary for its determination of the availability of this power, but 
if there is any question or if I have left any position or situation vague, 
I will be glad now to receive any questions that might clarify it. 

Mr. Lanican. Could you tell us, to the best of your knowledge, if 
possible, the average rate paid to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. by all 
users who are served by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. from the power 
P. G. & E. gets from the Central Valley project, and specifically could 
you tell us the rate paid by Roseville? 

Mr. Winper. As long as that is specifically isolated to one consumer, 
that can be done. The rate paid during the year of 1955 by Roseville 
was 0.739 cents per kilowatt-hour. That rate will be raised and has 
been raised, and I would presume to guess that it will be about 9 milis 
at this time because of their requirement that Roseville hold itself 
ready for additional power, as buying power on a day-to-day basis; 
so that that situation of last year, they still had some of the old contract 
left in last year, which makes the average a little bit more than it is at 
the present time. 

Now, speaking about another city—Palo Alto—which appeared, I 
think, before this committee last year, the 1955 rate that th ey paid 
for their power was 0.667 cents per kilowatt-hour. That is 634 mills 
for their entire needs, and they had 21,600 kilowatts demand and 
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80 million kilowatt-hour use. Now, you might ask why I did 
not give any weight to the presumed demand that stands ready to 
accept service in Nevada. In my position, for the city of Pasadena, 
and as a consultant to the bureau of water and light for Los Angeles 

and others, I keep track of the situation in Nevada very closely. 

This particular demand on the part of Nevada is a phantom dem: ind, 

in my category. That is, the State has no demand as a State agency, 

but they would like to turn over their demand, their right to pr ivate 
industry, for the purpose of making magnesium at Henderson. That 
would be what this was for, and this situation is temporary. Now, it is 
only created by the fact that we don’t have enough water to serve out 
of Boulder—to serve kilowatt-hours to all of the firm contractors for 
the Boulder project. In fact, we are only getting 65 percent of firm, 
when we used to get a hundred and twenty-five to a hundred and fifty 
percent. So this situation istemporary. It is a demand created over 
there because of the shortage of power in Nevada. Now, whether 
or not we should insure and back up Nevada in a case of this kind 
for an institution which is not necessarily in public service is proble- 

matical. Furthermore, the condition that I am calling your attention 
to means that the transmission lines from Boulder Dam to Los Angeles, 
over which the present power is transmitted, are less than half loaded, 
and the shortage of power so acute in the Los Angeles area that 
Pasadena has for months turned over its generators all night long to 
serve kilowatt-hours into the southern California Edison system, as 
have other groups in the public utility business in that area. To think 
that they would be receptive to an idea of replacement of kilowatt- 
hours of that kind back up to Boulder is beyond my conception, so I 
crossed it off as not being a potential liability in this particular case. 

Mr. Cartson. Mr. Winder, how do you distinguish between the 
State of Nevada as a preference agency selling to a private industry 
and a municipality which might sell the power that it purchases as a 
preference agency to private industry ? 

Mr. Wrinper. On this ground: The State of Nevada has no utility 
function. It has no responsibility to serve this type of customer, 
per se. It is doing it as an entrepreneur, and the result is that they 
don’t enter into the picture, only as a catalytic agent. They are not a 
part of the reaction at all. 

Mr. Carson. Do you think the Bureau should inquire into it? 
It is a preference agency within the definition of the law; is it not? 

Mr. Wrnper. I am not questioning the definition within the law. 
T am questioning whether or not the Bureau should not look behind 
the facts to see whether or not that contract could be carried out if 
it was entered into. 

Mr. Cartson. But you would not have the Bureau inquire into who 
the customers might be of other preference customers; if the city of 
Roseville sold to Standard Oil, for ex: imple? 

Mr. Winper. That is correct, and now it can be qualified. The 
Bureau signed a contract with this agency bee ause of certain char- 
acteristics under the law, that they were a preference agency. The 
contract expired. There was no obligation for a renewal. As I under- 
stand it, there was no obligation that was permissive on the part of 
the Bureau. They did it. They were in the status of a new customer 
when their contract expired, the same as anyone else, because that is 
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the same category Roseville has been in. They were a customer at one 
time, and their contract ran out, and therefore they are not. a customer 
at this time. They weren’t given the rights customers who received 
power under the contract were given—opportunity to increase their 
demand. 

Mr. Carison. You made a statement about the Sacramento Utility 
District to the effect that it was out of the picture as future needs were 
assured. That assurance is in the form of a contract with P. G. & E.; 
is it not? 

Mr. Winper. That is correct; a firm contract for 300,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Carson. That is a form of assuring future needs that does not 
appeal to the city of Roseville? 

Mr. Wrnver. I wouldn’t say that. I would say that it is in the 
category of those who have and see something slightly more advan- 
tageous, and they might let loose of one to get the other. I am not sure 
that, after hearing Mr. Carr today, even that prevails. I would say 
that there is a very grave doubt that SMUD will, in any way, jeop- 
ardize the 300,000-kilowatt contract that they have with P. G. & E., and 
that their construction on the American River is going along in spite 
of that for the purpose of backing up the present contract that they 
have with the Bureau, because up there it will be not quite full, the 
amount they have with the Bureau, and remember the Bureau contract 
still runs for 40 years—or, rather, 40 years from its beginning time. 

Mr. Carson. That is all I have. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Congressman Moss? 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Winder, I wonder if you would like to tell us the 
average cost per kilowatt for the hundred—and I think you gave us a 
quotation of 148—575,396,000 kilowatt-hours P. G. & E.—and you 
gave us a payment figure for that power to the Bureau of what? 
2,094,000 ? 

Mr. Winper. 2,094,000. That figure is approximate. Cutting off all 
the small figures, it figures from 3.4 mills. 

Mr. Moss. An average of 3.4 mills for the power purchase ? 

Mr. Wrnper. That is right; approximately. 

Mr. Moss. We are interested here in trying to find out if the project 
has enough power for a city of 10,000. In your judgment, what size 
city would the power the P. G. & E. has been buying service? 

Mr. Wrinper. Well, the best determination of how much a city the 
size of Roseville needs for power is to look at what they use. Rose- 
ville’s use, 1 would say, is somewhere between i6 and i7 million ktio- 
watt-hours per year, and the energy purchased by P. G. & E. would 
serve a community some thirty-odd times the size of Roseville. 

Mr. Moss. Now, you also stated that the change in arrangement 
reduced the firm power demand of P. G. & E. from seventy-some 
thousand kilowatts to something around 38,000 or 39,000. 

Mr. Wrnpver. That is correct. The amount of firm capacity which 
is available to P. G. & E. is the total firm capacity used by the pref- 
erence customers, subtracted from 300,000 at that time. They get the 
rest. 

Mr. Moss. That was the 78,000 or 79,000, 

Mr. Wrinper. That is right; 73,170 was the figure given to the Public 
Utilities Commission. 

Mr. Moss. That was when we had 300,000 kilowatts available. 

Mr. Wrnoer. Yes. 
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Mr. Moss. Now, we have 450,000 kilowatts available, and yet there 
seems to be a reduction in the firm power. 

Mr. Wryper. The figures that are given to us today for the firm 

capacity for P. G. & E. ‘for the first 6 months this year, | think, should 
be in the record separately: 38,482 for January; February, 48,732 
lnlowatts; March, 66,847; April, 60,543; May, 61,302; June, 146, 699: 
July, 140,490. Now, in June the available was increased from 300,000 
to 450,000. 

Now, I might also call your attention to the fact, as to whether or 
not there is power available, this is not contract power, this is power 
available by virtue of the water and by virtue of the capacity of the 
generators. I would like to read you the monthly maximum kilowatt 

capacity that was turned out by this Central Valley project. These 

are the actual generation figures. This is the peak attained: January, 
598,480 kilow: atts; February, 687,120; March, 682,200; April, 617,570; 
May, 695,260 kilowatts; June, 678,800; July, 679,230. Now, that is 
what that project turned out, and the reason for it is that they not 
alone had the generator capacity to do it, but they had the water which 
was dumped into the reservoirs during our last heavy rainfall this 
winter. So that is the capacity that is available from a capacity 
standpoint. 

Mr. Moss. Now, this reduction of the dependable amount from in 
the seventies to down into the thirties, as a result of the agreement, 
what effect does that have on the price that is being paid for the total 
power fed into the system? Has it any effect? 

Mr. Wrxver. Oh, yes. For every kilowatt of dependable capac ity 
that is available to P. G. & E. from this project, they pay 75 cents 
2 kilowatt per month, plus 4 mills for a 130 hours’ use of that kilo- 
watt, plus 3 mills for the next 130 hours’ use of that kilowatt, plus 
2 mills for all the kilowatt-hours over that. Now, in the event of non- 
dependable, the amount that they would pay for kilowatt-hours is 
a third of that amount, and the amount that they would pay for kilo- 
watt-hours is 260 hours of use for 3 mills and all over that 2 mills. 

Mr. Moss. I can’t quite understand why we have less dependable 
power with a project. having a firm yield of 450,000 kilowatts than 
we had when we only had 3 1,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Winper. I am in the same position. I don’t understand it, 
either, but I believe that you will find the rationalization for it in the 
contract in the methods used in determining, for instance, the amount 
of power that is available. I mean, once that formula is set up, and 
the figures delivered to P. G. & E., they have a pattern for a long time 
to come. 

Mr. Moss. It would seem to be most advantageous to them then, un- 
der this new arrangement ? 

Mr. Winper. I would say that it was advantageous. 

Mr. Moss. What benefit does the Government get for the advantage 
they have given in this instance ¢ 

Mr. Winper. Oh, I think that the Government does have a benefit. 
I mean, in an overall picture. Here is an opportunity for the Govern- 
ment to sell, even at this low price, all of the power that they have 
available. I mean, there is no other agency that could do that but 
P. G. & E., so there is an advantage to the Government in that contract. 

Mr. Moss. One that would require the granting of some induce- 
ments? 
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Mr. Winper. I am sorry; I didn’t get that. 

Mr. Moss. I say, is there such an advantage that it would justify 
granting inducements to secure it ? 

Mr. Winver. No; I think that the contract is one—— 

Mr. Moss. It is one of mutual advantage; is it not? The fact that 
the excess power is available to P. G. & E. for their system and the fact 
that the Government has a market for the power is a matter of mutual 
advantage. 

Mr. Winper. That is right, and it is written into the contract that 
this advantage is for the purpose of reducing the amount of fuel to be 
used by the P. G. & E. 

Mr. Moss. That is why I fail to see the necessity for reducing the 
amount of firm demand from something around 78,000 or 79,000 kilo- 
watts down to—I didn’t catch the exact figure, but it was in the thirties. 

Mr. Winver. Of course, you recognize the fact that every time a 
customer is given further kilowatt-hours by the Bureau that need for 
those kilowatt-hours from P. G. & E. is decreased. 

Mr. Moss. Have we so committed them by the new arrangement— 
have we expanded the amount of firm that is available for each of the 
contract customers / 

Mr. Winpver. That I can’t tell you, sir. I don’t know what the in- 
ternal mechanism has been. 

Mr. Moss. I wonder if you would make it a point to determine that, 
so that the committee may have the information / 

Mr. Winper. This I can say, and from their own records here, that 
quite a few of the agencies have been given more power without a 
change of contract; I mean, that is permissive. 

Mr. Moss. I think you emphasized that that was not a contract 
requirement. 

Mr. Winver. As I understand. 

Mr. Moss. On the other hand, the relationship with P. G. & E. isa 
contract requirement ? 

Mr. Wrnper. That I understand to be the case. 

Mr. Moss. That is all I have. 

Mr. Lanican. I just wanted to get a couple of figures correct. I 
think at one point you stated that the Navy contract dropped from 
20,000 to 8.000. I think the situation was that it went from 8,000 up to 
20,000. I think the Navy had a short-term contract for 20,000, and 
then it dropped down to 8,000 again. But then they are being allowed 
to draw power up to 22,000 a month. But it is above their 8,000 con- 
tract demand. 

Mr. Wrypver. That was what I intended to say. 

Mr. Laniean. Then the other point, I notice in the table that you 
presented with your estimate you incorporated what seems to have 
been a typographical error on page 2 of your chart. This is an error 
that was testified to as being a typographical error in the information 
supplied to the committee by the Bureau of Reclamation; and, of 
course, it was natural that it be included, since it was in their figures. 
They testified that probably the 500 kilowatts that they allocated to 
Travis Air Force Base should have been 5,000 kilowatts, if you recall 
the testimony today, which would make some adjustment in your 
figures. But, as I recall, it would still leave over 20,000 kilowatts 
available. 
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Mr. Winper. If that be true. Now, I haven’t been convinced or 
shown anything that will show me that it was a typographical error. 
I don’t know; I think that is a presumption. You must remember 
that agencies of this kind, such as Travis Air Force Base, depend 
upon year-to-year appropriations, and that appropriation, for that 
to be a 5,000 demand in April of 1961, is wholly dependent upon an 
appropriation by Congress. Now, if they hadn’t got an appropria- 
tion, 500 would be about right because that would be about the amount 
they need there to maintain the status quo. 

Mr. Lanican. Assuming it was a typographical error, that would 
not change your ultimate conclusion; is that correct ? 

Mr. Wrnper. That is correct, because that, with a 4,500 addition, 
would only bring the demand—the estimated demand—for April 
1961 up to the same amount that we had for December of 1960, which 
was 429,000; still plenty of leeway. 

Mr. Laniegan. Then you mentioned one other thing. You pointed 
out that the present customers do not have a right to draw more than 
their contract demands. However, in the estimates, I notice that you 
have allowed for their load growth. As I understand that, in the fig- 
ures that you used, you did not use their contract demands, but you 
went above that where the estimates indicated that they, the various 
customers, would have an expanding use in the next 5 years. 

Mr. Winper. That is correct. In any case where I did not person- 
ally interview the agency involved, I accepted the figures given to me 
by the Bureau. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Cuuporr. Thank you, Mr. Winder. 

(Whereupon the witness left the witness stand.) 

Mr. Cruuporr. I have been requested by Congressman Engle that he 
be given the right to make a closing statement. 

Mr. Eneiz. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to make a 
closing statement, especially in the light of the fact that the subcom- 
mittee rules do not permit a Member of the House, not a member of 
the subcommittee, to ask questions. T am appreciative of the gener- 
osity of the chairman in the light of those rules, in recognizing me 
occasionally for a statement, in the nature of an affir mative expression, 
rather than interrogating one of the witnesses. 

I did want this “opportunity to express my admiration and my 
appreciation to the representatives of the city of Roseville for the 
excellent presentation they made to this subcommittee. I think it was 
admired and appreciated by the Members of Congress here, as well 
as the staff people, and I was very proud indeed of the people of my 
district for the excellent presentation which has been made in this 
matter. 

Now, to those of us who are not power experts and who get a little 
confused by “installed capacity,” “kilowatts,” “kilowatt- hours,” and 
all of those things, this hearing could be somewhat confusing, but I 
think to the average person, Mr. Chairman, that there are two essen- 
tial facts which stand out above all others. 

The first of those is this: That Mr. Spencer has recommended that 
this city be served with Central Valley project power. The second 
fact is that his recommendation that the city of Roseville be served 
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with Central Valley project power has been delayed, frustrated, and 
denied by officials in Washington. 

Now, that is what this heari ing boils down to, and they know the man 
who knows best, who has an intimate knowledge of the problems of 
this area, the power capacity of the Central Valley project, its capa- 
bility of meeting its present load and taking on this additional drop- 
in- -the-bucket of power, has made a clear recommendation to the offi- 
cials in Washington that this city be served; but that recommendation 
has not been acted upon. 

The decisions on it have been delayed. The recommendation itself 
has been frustrated, and the power has been denied; not by the Ad- 
ministrator, who should make a decision in this matter, but by people 
in Washington. 

I say that it is very easy to see why Mr. Spencer made his recom- 
mendation. I took the trouble during the noon hour to go over some 
of these figures. The figures I am going to use are Mr. Spencer’s 
figures, because T think he is the best witness, from the standpoint of 
closeness to the situation, but his figures are not significantly different 
from those which are provided in the testimony by Mr. Winder and 
which have also been provided by Mr. Dexheimer. 

Here is the situation—and this gets it down so that I think anybody 
can understand what we are talking about. In August of 1956—and 
that is right now—the actual amount of power which is being used 
is 293,671 kilowatts. Now, the actual firm power produced by this 
system is 450,000 kilowatts; and therefore 156,000 kilowatts of firm 
power at this very moment in this month are being delivered to the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

All the city of Roseville wants is 10,000 of those kilowatts, about 
one-fifteenth of a hundred and fifty-six thousand kilowatts of power 
that is going to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

Now, for 1956, estimated—that is, until January—the peak load 
will be 328,000, and that means that about 122,000 kilowatts of power 
are going to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., all of it firm power; and 
all the ¢ ity of Roseville wants in this year and in these next coming 
months is a maximum of 10,000 kilowatts, But the P. G. & E. 
sitting there, picking off 122,000 kilowatts of firm power. I am thet 

talking about nondependable power. 

In 1957 the estimate, according to Mr, Dexheimer, is 351,000 kilo- 
watts, with 99,000 kilowatts of firm power falling like ripe apples 
off a tree into the hands of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. that has no 
right to it, and all the people of my little city here want is 10,000 
kilowatts or one-tenth of it. 

In 1958 the load will be 375,000 kilowatts, with 75,000 of firm power 
left over—being the difference between 450,000 kilowatts and that 
which is committed; and all the people of this city want is 10,000 
kilowatts out of that 75,000 kilowatts. 

And not only Mr. Spencer says it will be here, but the committee 
expert says it will be fe and Mr. Dexheimer says it will be here. 








In 1959 the estimated peak load will be 399,000 kilowatts, and that 
still leaves 51,000 kilowatts of firm power coming out of the Central 
Valley system, while this community is bein denied 10,000 kilowatts 
that it wants; 10,000 out of 51,000 that will be there, according to 
3 estimates. And, for some reason or other, we can’t get them to 
grant it from Washington. 
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In 1960 the peak load will be 422,000, and there will still be 28,000 
kilowatts left of firm, uncommitted power dropping, as I say, like 
ripe apples off a tree into the basket of the Pacific Gas & E lectric 
Co., we +h has no right to it, as against the claims of a preference 
customer under the law, the city of Roseville, which wants 10,000 of 
that 28,000 kilowatts of power that, according to 3 estimates, will 
be available in 1960. Roseville would be very glad to execute a contract 
with the Federal Government at this very minute for 5 years, right 
up to that time, for that power. And yet they can’t get it. 

So you ean see why I say that the man who knows best, Mr. Spencer, 
has made a decision which has been delayed, denied, and frustrated 
by higher officials in Washington. There are 450,000 kilowatts of 
firm power available. The amount requested by the city of Roseville 
is 2 percent; 2 percent of it is all—about 10,000 kilowatts—and what 
do we have here? We have the example of the Interior Department 
sending Mr. Bennett out here. 

I want to comment on Mr. Bennett’s testimony. Mr. Bennett is 
avery able gentleman. He appears before our committee a great many 
times. He is an able lawyer, and he knows and I know that lis state- 
ment before this subcommittee had more malarkey in it than any 
he has delivered before a congressional committee in a long time. 

We have 450,000 kilowatts of available power. We are .n argument 
here about who gets less than about 2 percent of it. It is as if a man 
down here was selling 450 automobiles a year—General Motors prod- 
ucts—and they sent the assistant to the president out to argue about 
the sale of 10 automobiles to 1 customer. Now, that is what that 
amounts to. This is a small matter. This is a pittance of power. 
This is a thimbleful, a drop in the bucket; it doesn’t amount to any- 
thing. And yet they send a man out here—Mr. Bennett—who is the 
last man who sees a piece of paper before the Secretary of Interior, 
Mr. Seaton, signs it, and has him intervene in this matter to represent 
the Interior Department. It makes me think that there is something 
in this case more than appears tothe public. It is not this little smidgin 
of power, not the 2 percent you can get of the 450,000 kilowatts of 
firm power that are available. 

Now, my good friend Elmer Bennett brought up a legal point—I 

call it a legal mousetrap. It hasn’t anything to do with the case at 
all. Weare talking about firm power : available up to 450,000 kilowatts ; 

not anything above that. The amount left over in 1960 is still 28 ,000 
kilowatts because the peak demand at that point would be 422,000 
kilowatts. We are not going to be sucked into that kind of an argu- 
ment at all—his legal argument is irrelevant, to use a legal expression, 

Now, the tragic part about all of this is that this 2 percent of power 
that is not being made available to this city, although it is physically 
available now—there are 157,000 kilowatts of firm power, as I say, 
dropping like ripe apples off a limb in the basket and also in the pocket- 
book of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. at this very moment—is costing 
the people I represent in this community $2,400 a month or something 
like $30,000 a year, all to the profit of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

It is bad enough to have the people of my area whom T represent— 
soaked to the tune of $2,400 a month or approximately $30,000 a year 
for costs that they shouldn’t have to pay—being punished, penalized, 
and chastised, for the assertion of a legal right given them under the 
Federal Reclamation law passed by Congress in 1944; it is bad enough 
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for them to get soaked, but it is worse certainly for the P. G. & E. to 
get off with ‘the bacon in that fashion. And I vigorously protest it, 
and I want to serve notice on those gentlemen that I don’t propose to 
see this administration’s ine ompetency, plus a political conspiracy 
with the P. G. & E., engineer my people out of that kind of cash money 
very long if I can prevent it from happening. 

This Ames contract or Ames claim has been dragged in here like a 

red herring. The fact is that the Ames claim isa power 1 rathole of such 
dimensions that we could sink the power of the Central power project 
in it and what is to come later from the Trinity project besides; and, as 
a matter of fact, if we let the Ames people get away with the kind of an 
argument they are making, they could ruin the power-sales program 
in the Central V alley project. 

Mr. Spencer, the man who knows best, has said that they should not 
be permitted to do it, and I certainly agree with what he has to say. 

Now, with all respect to those gentlemen, I think SMUD killed their 
bluff pretty well because, if Ames is entitled to make the kind of claims 
they have, these other preference customers are entitled to the same 
thing. But here is something that intrigues me about it. If it is true 
that Ames can use so much power, and these other defense installations 
can use what they claim. If that is true, that raises an interesting pos- 
sibility tome. We have an authorization to build 200,000 kilowatts of 
installed steam capacity to firm up the power of the Central Valley 
project. We have never been able to get it, because the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. has opposed the building of steam plants in the Central 
Valley projec t, as they have opposed transmission lines. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to ak because you do have a very competent 
staff, that your staff make an analysis of what could be done with a 
steam plant built by the Federal Government to serve these defense 
agencies. Then we can take care of Mr. Ames over here—I mean Mr. 
Freeman—and his group. When he turns on his blower in a tunnel 
which is as big as this room we are in, he piles up tremendous amounts 
of power. If we had a steam plant hooked to the Central Valley proj- 
ect system, we would just turn on the steam plant and give him the 
power he wanted. In addition to that, we would serve these other de- 
fense needs, while the same steam plants acted as a standby and a firm- 
ing agency for Central Valley project hydropower. 

‘Now, I would like to see, Mr. Chairman, an analysis made by your 
very expert and competent staff—and especially Mr. Winder, if he is 
able to do it, and if you are able to get him for that purpose—to deter- 
mine just how the economics of this situation would work out, if we 
would build a steam plant here, and see how much of the cost can be 
written off by sales to these defense agencies; and then use the steam 
plant to firm the Central Valley project’s power. I can see how we 
could get out of a lot of difficulty around here with that kind of 
ar ‘angement and probably save the Federal Government a great deal 
of money. 

In any case, it is something that it seems to me should be looked 
into. 

And, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I hope that when your committee 
makes its recommendations you very clearly portray these facts to the 
public generally, and that in the interim we endeavor to find out from 
the Interior Department when they intend to come up with a decision. 
I would like to know, for instance, how long it is going to take them to 
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decide whether or not they are going to completely repudiate the 
recommendation made by Mr. Spencer or whether or not they are 
going to follow it. It seems to me that this isn’t a matter that ought 
to have to wait until after election. Let’s get it done now and find 
out about this situation and get the answer to the problem. And I 
hope, Mr. Chairman, that you ask them to come up with an answer 
forthwith on these problems and that we cut off the loss which is being 
suffered by the city of Roseville at the present time which will grow 
so heavy eventually they can’t stand it any longer and they will have to 
finally bow down to the delay and the pressure they are under—the 
delay by the Interior Department and the pressures of the penalty 

‘ates from the other side—and sign a contract which they shouldn't 
have to sign. 

Mr. Cuvuporr. Congressman Engle, this session will wind up our 
hearings on this problem today, and there is ver y little I could add to 
the forceful and forthright statement that you made in reviewing the 
entire situation. I want to congratulate you for the effort and the fine 
job which you are doing on behalf of your constituents. 

This committee has been going all over the Nation for approxi- 
mately 2 years looking into problems such as this that confront little 
people, little cities, and little users of electricity throughout the United 
States, and it is amazing, when you look at the record and see that 
whenever there is a problem affecting a big public utility, a big power 
company, against a little person, the attitude of the administration in 
the last + years has been, “Never give the little fellow an even break ;” 
and always decides in favor of the big utility company. 

Our findings have been—and if you will look at our prior power 
reports, you will see—that the Secretary of the Interior, both Mr. 
McKay—of course, the present one hasn’t ‘been in very long, this is the 
first real problem this committee has taken up with him——whenever 
possible, not unusually but they usually either subvert, ignore, or even 
sometimes violate the law, as far as the problems of the preference 
customers of electricity are concerned, under the Reclamation law and 
Flood Control Act of 1944, more particularly section 5. 

And I want to say to you, Congressman Engle, that this ¢ ommittee 
will not stop with these hearings. We are going to continue going 
forward. We are going to continue pressing the Secretary of the In- 
terior for a decision in this case. As I said before, cert: ainly from all 
I have heard today and yesterday of the fine presentation of the prob- 
lems affecting the city of Roseville, I think the administration is look- 
ing for every y possible reason not to give this little bit of power to the 
city of Roseville. I feel that they are trying to serve the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co.; I don’t think I have to state why. And I want to say 
that I believe that Mr. Spencer, the Administrator, deserves a lot of 
credit for his forthright statement and his forthright testimony in 
setting forth that he believes that the city of Roseville should have this 
power. It is there, and they can have it, and the Secretary of the In- 
terior can give it to them in about 3 seconds if he wants to do it. 

Mr. Bennett has been following this committee around for 2 years. 
Every place we have gone, he appears. He is trying to do a job for 
his boss. I said in Atlanta I thought he was Mr. McKay’s errand 
boy. Since that time they have given him a new title, and I still 
think he is Mr. Seaton’s errand boy, too, and I feel all he has done 

















166 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


is give this committee a lot of doubletalk, a lot of illogical reasons 
why the city of Roseville shouldn’t have their power. 

1 say to you, Congressman Engle, that the delay can be placed 
squarely and fairly on the doorstep of the Secretary of the Interior, 
Mr. Seaton, and the administration in Washington, and I assure you 
that if we don’t get a decision, a legal decision, from the Solicitor of 
the Interior Department within the next 10 days or 2 weeks, we will 
be back on the doorstep of the Secretary of the Interior, wanting 
to know why. 

I want to say it has been a pleasure to be here. I want to certainly 
thank the city of Roseville for their fine hospitality and, of course, 
whoever runs this beautiful meeting hall, for allowing us to use it 
and use the PA facilities. 

I believe at this time Mr. Moss has a statement. 

Mr. Moss. Mr. Chairman, I have been reflecting rather carefully 
on the restrained statement of Congressman Engle. I want to state 
that I find it most difficult to find any area of disagreement with his 
statement. Reviewing it rather rapidly, I find little opportunity left 
to expand on it, but I want to make certain that the record regarding 
the request is made of the committee for additional studies, and that 
those studies are ordered by the chairman, and I would ask that the 
staff now be instructed to undertake those studies, because I am con- 
fident that they will firmly support the need for steam plants in con- 
nection with the Central Val ey project; and, Claire, I want to tell 
you that in that effort I will join you with gr eat enthusiasm. 

Now, Congressman Chudoff does not represent an area with prob- 
lems such as those confronting us here in the Central Valleys of Cali- 
fornia. He comes from an eastern metropolitan area. He undertook 
the chairmanship of this committee with a minimum of knowledge of 
the problems of the west, the southwest, and the northwestern sec- 
tions of this Nation, and during the past 2 years he has done a remark- 
ably thorough job of airing the problems of people dealing with the 
Department. of the Interior on matters of power and water and 
mastering the intricate facts of power and water economics. He has 
left his city at a time when the necessity of campaigning would more 
properly dictate that he stay " home. He Hae it because of an 
interest in our problems here in California and in order to assist us 
in seeking a solution to the problems that we have. I think that this 
community, and I know that I as a California member of the com- 
mittee, thank you, Congressman Chudoff, for the consideration you 
have shown and the willingness you have always evinced to assist 
in the solving of the very complex problems we have in this part of 
the Nation. 

Mr. Cuuporr. Thank you, Congressman Moss. 

The hearing is now adjourned. 
(W hereupon the hearing was adjourned at 4:45 p. m.) 


Fi 


Fi 


WwW: 


fo 





APPENDIXES 





APppENDIx A 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., July 21, 1955. 
Mr. N. R. SUTHERLAND, 
President and General Manager, 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
San Francisco, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. SUTHERLAND: Listed in table I (attached) are the estimated 
delivery voltages, annual kilowatt demands, and kilowatt-hour requirements for 
the ensuing 4-year period (fiscal years 1956, 1957, 1958, and 1959) of existing 
and anticipated loads of the United States and its customers to be supplied 
under the terms of contract 175r—2650. 

In accordance with contract 175r—3428, the estimated annual kilowatt demands 
and kilowatt-hours for the ensuing 4-year period (fiscal years 1956, 1957, 1958, 
and 1959) of existing and anticipated loads of the United States and its cus- 
tomers to be supplied from project dependable capacity are: 

1. Customers and loads listed in table I, except Columbia-Mowry pumping 
plant. 

2. Port Chicago Naval Magazine, 900 kilowatts and 4 million kilowatt-hours 
for each fiscal year, 1956, 1957, 1958, and 1959. 

3. Sacramento Municipal Utility District: 


{Kilowatts in thousands; kilowatt-hours in millions] 


Fiscal year 1956: Fiscal year 1958: 
oni cece mak 203 MN caer ceeded 244 
Kilowatt-hours______-----~- 1, 030 Kilowatt-hours_____________ 1, 260 
Fiscal year 1957: Fiscal year 1959: 
MN iad cca thea sen sis sc | OE a 267 
Hiowathhotrins..utc6 ns 1, 150 Kilowatt-hours.......~.s... 1, 390 


4. Colorado River Commission of Nevada, 33,000 kilowatts and 98,340,000 kilo- 
watt-hours for each fiscal year, 1956, 1957, 1958, and 1959. 
Confirmation that service under terms of contract 175r—2650 will be available 
for the customers and loads listed in table I is requested. 
Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


167 








168 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


TABLE I.—Hstimated annual requirements in kilovolts, kilowatt demands, and 
kilowatt-hours at point of delivery by fiscal years of existing and anticipated 
loads of the United States and its customers served under contract 175r—2650 


Fiscal year 1956 , Fiscal year 1957 | Fiscal year 1958 | Fiscal year 1959 





Kilo- 
volt ! Kilo- Kilo- Kilo- Kilo- Kilo- Kilo- Kilo- Kilo- 
watt watt- watt watt- watt watt- watt watt- 
| hour | hour hour hour 
Benicia Arsenal i 23. 4, 200 9, 100 4, 300 9, 400 4, 500 9, 700 4, 600 10, 000 
Deuel Vocational Institute 4. 1, 400 5, 500 1, 400 5, 500 1, 400 5, 500 1, 400 
Camp Beale shed 12. 2,700 | 14, 221 4,300 | 22, 400 4,700 | 24, 600 4, 900 
Camp Stoneman we inmate 4. 100 | 220 | 100 220 | 100 220 100 
Castle Air Force Base 4. 1,650 | 7,227 1,500 | 6,570 1, 300 5, 604 1, 300 
Castle Air Force Base 12. 5,000 | 21, 900 5,300 | 23, 214 7,000 | 30, 660 7, 000 
Folsom prison 4 2, 000 8, 250 2, 100 8, 650 2, 200 8, 860 2, 300 
Mare Island Naval Ship- 
yard 110. 20,000 | 78,490 20,000 | 78,490 | 20,000 | 78,490 | 20,000 78, 490 
Mather Air Force Base he 4. 3, 200 | 12,900 3,500 | 14, 100 3,800 | 15,300 3, 800 5, 300 
Moffett Naval Air Station 11. 2,600 | 10, 600 2,700 | 11,000 2,800 | 11, 400 2, 900 11, 800 
Naval Supply Annex, Stock- | | } 
ton ‘ ‘ 11, 5,000 | 10, 162 5,000 | 10, 162 5,000 | 10, 162 5, 000 10, 162 
Parks Air Force Base 12. 4,200 | 18, 396 4, 200 | 18,396 4,300 | 18, 834 4, 500 19, 710 
Plumes-Sierra REA Co-op 44 2,300 | 7,400 | 2,500 | 8,100} 2,700) 8,800, 2,900; 9,500 
Provident Irrigation Dis- 
trict 2.4 | 560 1, 430 560 1, 430 560 1, 430 560 1, 430 
Sharpe General Depot, | | | 
Lathrop. -- 4 1, 600 2, 600 1,600 | 2,600 1, 600 2. 600 1. 600 2. 600 
Sharpe General Depot, | 
Tracy 4 800 1, 050 800 1, 050 800 1,050 800 1, 050 
Travis Air Force Base. 60 4,700 | 23, 204 4,900 | 24,213 | 5,200 | 25, 222 5, 500 26, 231 
Westside Irrigation District 2.4 1, 650 6, 500 1, 6£0 6, 590 1, 650 6, 500 1, 650 6, 500 
Sacramento Municipal Util- 
ity District (@) 190, 000 (375, 000 
Glenn-Colusa_ Irrigation | | 
District 60 | 2,800 9, 000 2, 800 9,250 | 2,800 9, 400 2, 800 10, 000 
Reclamation District: 2035 | | 
main pumping plant 12 800 2,800 | 800 | 2,800 | 800 2, 800 800 2, 800 
Reclamation District: 2035 
booster plant 12 800 2, 800 800 2, 800 800 2, 800 800 2, 800 
Ames Laboratory, NACA 100 50, 000 (155, 400 | 50,000 |262,800 | 50,000 |262,800 | 50,000 | 262, 800 
Friant Dam and camp ll 200 876 | 200 876 200 876 200 876 
American River construc- | | | | 
tion, Folsom 11 | 100 Eirini wie Ren weaken . 
American River construc- 
tion, Nimbus 11 50 10 ‘i 
Columbia-Mowry pump- | | 
ing plant 11 300 1, 050 300 1, 050 300 1, 050 300 1, 050 


1 Delivery voltages are same for each fiscal year. 


2SMUD delivery voltages are those given in Mr. Calland’s letter of Feb. 2, 1954, to Mr. N. R. 
Sutherland. 





Aprrenpix B 


(The following material was submitted to the committee by the 
agencies indicated prior to the hearings of September 24 and 25 
1956 :) 

Item 1 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D. C., May 24, 1956. 
Hon. EARL CHUDOFF, 


Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My DEAR Mr. Cnuporr: This is in reply to questions asked by Mr. Miles Q. 
Romney at a meeting on May 8, 1956, with representatives of the Bureau on 
which answers were not readily available. We are listing each question, together 
with the answer for your ready reference. 
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Question. What is the present project load (project load as defined in the 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. contract)? Also what is the project load expected 
to be for 1957? 

Answer. Project load: 


Kilowatts | Kilowatt- 
hours 


Fiscal year 1955 . 66,401 | 264,042, 091 
Fiscal year 1956_- ‘ ‘ . 66,000 | | 256, 000, 000 
Fiscal year 1957 a : 70,000 | 1321, 000, 000 


1 Estimated. 


Question. What are the estimated future requirements for existing and antici- 
pated loads as communicated to P. G. & E. for this year (1956) and also for 
1955 (referred to article 8 (c) of the P. G. & E. transmission and exchange 
contract ) ¢ 

Answer. The estimated fiscal year annual future requirements for existing 
and anticipated loads communicated to Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (by our letter 
of July 1955) under article 8 (c) of the transmission and exchange contract 
No. I75r—2650, at points of delivery in thousands of kilowatt-hours and nonsimul- 
taneous kilowatts are: 


Kilowatts 1,000 kilo- 
watt-hours 


Fiscal year 1956 308, 710 | 785, 486 
Fiseal year 1957 — 121, 310 531, 571 
Fiscal year 1958 , 124, 510 544, 948 
Fiscal year 1959_. 125, 710 552, 361 


NotTe.—The above estimates were based on Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s being on direct 


service by November of 1955. 


Question. What Government and non-Government users have been receiving 
nondependable capacity during this year (1956) ? 

Answer. There were no Government users receiving nondependable capacity 
during fiscal year 1956. The Pacific Gas & Electric Co. in fiscal year 1956 was 
and is now the only customer receiving nondependable capacity. 

Question. What existing customers and agencies have applications pending for 
additional power? Also what new customers and agencies have applications 
pending for power? 

Answer. The following existing customers have applied for additional power: 

Increased 


kilowatta 

requested 
Camp Beale, Air Force ; 1, SOO 
Parks Air Force Base, Air Force 4 _ 1,000 
Castle Air Force Base, Air Force 5, 550 
Travis Air Force Base, Air Force sina 1, 000 
Moffett Naval Air Station, Navy 8 500 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Navy sini: eg 
Blanket Request. Navy __ 80, 000 
Deuel Vocational Institute, State of California 1, 300 
Per IE OR 3a cieien bs authentic alia baiaes ' ee 2 
Folsom Prison, State of California____.- ; : a a 300 
Shasta Dam Area, Public Utility District 4 et 1, 495 


In addition to the above, the following preference agencies have requested 
power: 

Kiloiwatta 

City of Roseville gM toa es aoe oS ; ; 1», OOO 

Atomic Energy Commission, Livermore____- ; : a be », OOO 

Vaca-Dixon Institute, State of California____ eee Staats 2, 000 

City of Palo Alto ae 33, 000 
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Question. How many kilowatt-hours were delivered to P. G. & E. for all 
purposes in 1955, and how many kilowatt-hours are expected to be delivered 
to P. G. & E. for all purposes during 1956? 

Answer. The following kilowatt-hours were delivered to the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co.: 

Kilowatt-hours 


SNE PIII cs scsic sbicc sapien aialelas aidenlcan es ladacichiehiblans ebb taaiamcetinmiaataul 1, 811, 999, 172 
FI II Osc cies nisin eeeatin wines deciheakatesitet caaainbcigciats dade aines cataceniihceinceaatll 12, 400, 000, 000 


1 Estimated. 


Question. How many kilowatt-hours have been retained by P. G. & E. (in 
addition to line losses) in 1955 and how many do you expect will be retained by 
P. G. & E. during 1956? Also, how many kilowatt-hours have been received by 
the United States or its customers from P. G. & E. in 1955, and how many kilo- 
watt-hours do you anticipate will be received during 19567 

Answer. The following kilowatt-hours have been (retained) billed the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co.: 

Kilowatt-hours 
NE OT Te aa recstpsnieaicnitiess eanbeinesittltcinl aedhcieiaaliale scippipecst eh atalaiitiaccliis agi iia 667, 767, 389 
Be I I hacks tcipenb arnt de sertbaiegachl aii banicedseabiduaiidaineianiicadionn’é +1, 200, 000, 000 


1 Estimated. 


Answer, second part. The following kilowatt-hours have been received by the 
United States and its customers from the Pacitic Gas & Electric Co. system 
(contract No. I75r—2650) : 

Kilowatt-hours 
INU ae 1, 107, 618, 458 
I I iia nnseitsahsvisciettsicteermieiatienitnins gidaactiaaicibiiagin tas aitapatibatntinalls *1, 160, 000, 000 


1 Estimated. 


Nore.—The 1956 estimate carries Sacramento Municipal Utility District on partial 
direct service. 
We appreciate the opportunity to furnish you this information. 
Sincerely yours, 
W. A. DexHEIMER, Commissioner. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1956. 
Hon. EArt CHUDOFF, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Cuvupdorr: This is in reply to your letter of May 17, 1956, 
requesting information as to the disposition of additional power on the Central 
Valley project, which we acknowledged on May 24. 

We will answer herein your questions 1 through 4, inclusive, as questions 5 
through 9, which pertain to departmental power policy, are currently being 
considered by the Department. We are restating the questions together with 
the answers for your ready reference. 

Question 1. We understand that with respect to the Government’s disposal of 
CVP power, two types of metering may be in use, depending on the customer; 
i. e., indicating metering, which shows the maximum demand reached by the 
customer during the metering period and recording metering which shows in- 
stantaneous demand. Within the limitations of actual metering arrangements, 
please prepare a tabulation showing for each Federal and non-Federal customer 
of CVP— 

(a) The contract rate of delivery ; 

(b) The average and maximum actual demands for each month of 1955 
and for each of the months of 1956 for which figures can be ascertained; and 

(c) Each separate instance during the months covered under (b) above 
where actual demand exceeded the contract rate of delivery, with the amounts 
of such excess. 

Answer. See the attached tabulations. Note that all demand meters used 
in metering the disposition of Central Valley project power read 30-minute 
integrated demands. All customers but one are metered with printing demand 
meters. 


iy teed eed eed ee ed SO eed eed 


Sa -—- = oOo ==. - =. = 
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Question 2. With respect to existing Federal and non-Federal customers of 
CVP, which ones have applications pending for additional power, and in what 
amounts? 

Answer. With respect to existing Federal and non-Federal customers of Cen- 
tral Valley project, as of June 1, 1956, we have received requests from preference 
customers to increase their contract rate of delivery as follows: 


Contract rate of delivery 


[Kilowatts] 


— - —__— - —— — 


Requested Present Amount of 
increase 

Ames Laboratory. = 100, 000 50, 000 50, 000 
Beale Air Force Base Saat 2, 000 200 1, 800 
Parks Air Force Base : 3, 000 2, 000 1, 000 
Castle Air Force Base : ; 6, 650 1, 100 5, 550 
Travis Air Force Base 4, 000 3, 000 1, 000 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station : 3, 000 2, 500 500 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard na 25, 000 8, 000 17, 000 
Deuel Vocational Institute _- 1, 400 100 1, 300 
Folsom Prison 2. 000 1, 700 300 
Plumas-Sierra REA 3, 000 1, 700 1, 300 
Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District 1, 500 5 1, 495 

ik acd none lh aeltes a 151, 550 70, 305 81, 245 


We have received a letter dated May 3, 1956, from the District Public Works 
Office of the Navy wherein it is requested that the Bureau of Reclamation set 
aside and reserve for its future use 30,000 kilowatts. The letter states this 
reservation is separate and in addition to the request by the Navy for the increase 
listed above for Mare Island. The 30,000 kilowatts may or may not be intended 
to include the 500 kilowatts of increase listed above for Moffett Field. Assuming 
that this increase of 500 kilowatts for Moffett Field is included in the blanket 
request for 30,000 kilowatts, this would add 29,500 kilowatts to the above in- 
crease of 81,245 kilowatts resulting in a total increase of 110,745 kilowatts. At 
this time power is being furnished to four naval establishments with present 
contract rates of delivery as follows: 


Kilowatts 
ES Bt Pe OE ett nn ek ee ee eeeue isabel _ 8, 000 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station...._._._._.....____~- a ae ae eo ad eee 
Pe ee Ferme ee ee Ne a ei eee 1, 000 
Stockton. Supply Antiex.................... siiaokh cpdéspian tiolndeadwi a lana 5, 000 


Question 3. With respect to any present applicants (Federal or non-Federal) 
for CVP power which are not now customers, what amounts of power have been 
applied for by each? 

Answer. With respect to present applicants (Federal or non-Federal) for 
Central Valley project power which are not now customers, the following new 
preference agencies have requested power : 

Kilowatts 


Oe a I ccc ce ctl es dg ai atc eta hci Sista acu ieieoadek teenie nati 15, 000 
Atomic Energy Commission, Livermore..__._......................... 5, 000 
Vaca-Dixon Institute, State of California_.__..._.._........_________ niin See 
FRU i er UN i oo a cea clin aks ccna wpb alleen bins ncmas pe cea deals 33, 000 


Question 4. Indicate instances from the beginning of 1955 to the present time 
when Pacific Gas & Electric Co. actually supplied power to CVP customers in 
total amount greater than the then applicable project dependable capacity. To 
which user or users can each instance of such overage be attributed ? 

Answer. There has been no instance when Pacific Gas & Electric Co. has sup- 
plied Central Valley project customers firm power in excess of project depend- 
able capacity. 

We appreciate the opportunity to furnish you this information. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. G. NIELSEN, Acting Commissioner. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 20, 1956. 
Hon. EArt CHUDOFF, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHuporr: Your letter of May 17, 1956, addressed to the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation requesting information as to the disposition of additional 
power on the Central Valley project, has been called to our attention. We will 
endeavor to answer your questions 5 to 9, inclusive, which pertain to depart- 
mental power policy. The answers which follow are numbered in accordance 
with the numbering of your May 17 letter. 

5. As a general statement no group of preference customers takes precedence 
over any other group of such customers. However, the Bureau normally takes 
care of Federal irrigation loads prior to making power available to preference 
customers. This, of course, is a fundamental principle of the Bureau. Beyond 
this point no distinction is made between Federal and State governmental in- 
stallations, municipalities, cooperatives, and other nonprofit organizations. 
When an allocation of power is made, all that are within reach of the power 
either by federally owned transmission lines or by wheeling are given equal 
consideration. 

6. At the present time we are not in a position to make a definite statement 
with respect to furnishing power to the city of Roseville which has not hereto- 
fore received power from the Central Valley project. The Bureau’s regional of- 
fice at Sacramento is presently conducting a survey of existing preference custo- 
mers to determine their needs. Following the policy outlined in our answer in 
7 below, the needs of these customers should be taken care of before making 
power available to new preference customers. 

7. Generally, when additional power is available on Bureau of Reclamation 
projects, it is offered to existing preference customers to cover their require- 
ments, both present and for a reasonable future time, before making it available 
to preference customers who have not previously received service. This appears 
to be a proper procedure insofar as existing customers are concerned, by taking 
care of the additional needs of those already receiving service before making 
power available to others. It also results, generally speaking, in more efficient 
operations because new customers usually entail additional expenditures for 
service connections and, in any event, increase at least to some extent the operat- 
ing expenses. 

8. When blocks of additional power become available, the requirements of 
existing customers are first considered. Such requirements may result from pre- 
vious applications or applications resulting from announcement of additional 
power. After consideration of requests, power not placed under contract, if any, 
is not reserved but is then svailable for contracting by new preference customers. 

9. The Governor of Nevada, acting for the Colorado River Commission of 
Nevada, has made application to have the power contract for the sale of Central 
Valley project power to the Commission extended for a 5-year period beginning 
June 1, 1956. This matter is under study by the Department but as yet no 
decision has been reached. 

The answers to your questions 1 to 4, inclusive, were furnished by the Com- 
missioner of Reclamation on June 15, 1956. 

We appreciate the opportunity to furnish you with this information. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHI, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 27, 1956. 


Hon. Ear. CHUDOFF, 
Chairman, Public Works end Resources Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CuHuporr: In further response to your letter of June 25, 1956, 
which we acknowledged on July 5, we have now obtained the additional informa- 
tion which you requested as to the disposition of power on the Central Valley 
project, California. 
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As requested by you the tabulations previously sent to you showing customer- 
load data by months have been extended through March 1961. Copies of these 
data are enclosed. 

Also as requested by you data have been assembled pertaining to the maximum 
demands of the Central Valley project beginning with the actual demand for the 
calendar year 1955 and estimated through the first 3 months of 1961. The 
total maximum 30-minute integrated demands for the Central Valley project 
commercial power at Tracy switchyard for loads served from project dependable 
capacity are as follows: 

1. Calendar year 1955—Maximum 260,492 kilowatts occurring at 6 p. m., 
on December 19, 1955. 

2. January-June 1956—Maximum 287,960 kilowatts occurring at 2 p. m., 
on June 22, 1956. 

3. The following are the estimated maximum kilowatts for calendar years 
1957, 1958, 1959, 1960, and through March 1961. It is believed the demands 
for each calendar year will occur in the month of December. 

Kilowatte 


oe aU ste BSE AS cs Rare i aries tn hs nectar neste cat 322, 900 
|) SAB Ca ae eee ae ae ee ee ee i ae ate Bagi tee tea 
kes Senne eal Rae it Ne ee irra ini SE a eat ae EE 390, 500 
rcs cchesedleeattainss eno bciecditecsdatceeah ded adeno ee mai cates ahd eects Asai keane 436, 200 
ian le adi ate incng ata PE ee ee ee a ee ee 476, 200 
GIT UI sists cstehicsnsiccainses nance shcasseicacie anes ada ea ncian alas ntmaecadiines ae 436, 500 


The regional director at Sacramento informs us that the tabulations of data 
are based upon the best estimates available at this time. The final results of 
the current load survey are not yet complete; however, the data should not be 
materially affected by the information yet to be received. 

We appreciate the opportunity to furnish you with these data. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. A. DeExHEIMER, Commissioner. 
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Item 2 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


District Pustic Works OFFice, 
121TH NavAL District, 
San Bruno, Calif. 
Mr. ARTHUR PERLMAN, 
State Director, Public Works Resources Subcommittee, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. PertMAN: At conferences held in San Francisco on August 27 and 2s, 
1956, it was requested that Navy supply your office with various correspondence 
and information relative to present and proposed supply of Central Valley proj- 
ect power to the 12th Naval District activities. In compliance with this request 
the enclosed reproductions have been prepared and are being forwarded at this 
time. A brief summary of this material in chronological order follows: 

May 3, 1956—12ND to BUREC: Requests allocation of 30,000 kilowatts of firm 
power from Folsom and Nimbus over and above previous requested amount for 
Mare Island. 

June 13, 1956—BUREC to 12ND (4 letters) : Ask that Navy indicate amounts 
of firm power which they wish to obtain for each of the four naval activities in 
volved. Directs Navy to enter into contracts for procurement of supplemental 
power supply at each activity. 

July 6, 1956—12ND to BUREC: Supplies information as requested by BUREC 
letter of June 13 regarding each naval activity. Reiterates request for an addi 
tional 30,000 kilowatts for Navy’s future use. Presents and requests considera- 
tion of a new concept with regard to specific assignments of power allocations. 
(Note: This letter was presented at a conference with BUREC at Sacramento. 
Attendance and Navy’s impression of the points of discussion at this conference 
are recorded in a memo to files dated July 31, 1956.) 

July 10, 1956—12ND to BUREC: Refers to Navy’s conference of July 9, 1956, 
with president of the P. G. & E. Co., and the position of the company with regard 
to supply of supplemental power. 

July 24, 1956—Assistant Secretatry Navy to Secretary of Interior: Summarizes 
Navy’s request for allocation of power increase to 42,500 kilowatts at activities 
presently served, additional 30,000 kilowatts for Navy’s future use, indicates 
annual saving to Government of $650,000. Request consideration in accordance 
with the “Economy Act of 1932.” 

August 7, 1956—Secretary of Interior to Assistant Secretary of Navy: States 
belief that Navy’s proposal has merit. BUREC must follow its normal principles 
and procedures. Asking BUREC to give the matter attention. Understands that 
BUREC regional studies regarding marketing of available power will be com- 
pleted in the near future possibly next few weeks. 

Should you desire additional information in this regard Navy will be happy to 
provide what information and assistance they can. 

Very truly yours, 
G. K. Broptr, 
Captain (CEC), USN, 
District Public Works Officer. 





District Pustic Works OFFICE, 
12TH NAvaAtL District, 
San Bruno, Calif., May 3, 1956. 
Mr. C. H. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, 
Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 

DeAR Mr. SPENCER: It is requested that the Bureau of Reclamation set aside 
and reserve for future use of the Navy 30,000 kilowatts of firm power, contract 
demand, of the additional firm capacity which is being made available through 
completion and operation of the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants. 

There are at this time various specific plans for new and enlarged military 
facilities which will create power requirements as set forth in the above request. 
Certain of the functions of the activities involved and their status are of a 
security nature and full information concerning them may not be made public. 
In view of the above-noted conditions, this power reservation should be in the 
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nature of a blanket allocation for use at those locations and in the amounts as 
will be specified by the Navy at various times in the future. It is anticipated 
that portions of this power will be used as soon as it becomes available and that 
full use of the 30,000 kilowatts would be made within a period of from 2 to 3 
years. 

It is believed that this commitment could be handled on a basis somewhat 
similar to that under which firm power capacity has been reserved for the Colo- 
rado River Commission, State of Nevada, during the past 31% years. 

Studies indicate that use of this Government generated power to supply mili- 
tary loads will result in a savings of approximately $300,000 per year in overall 
cost of Government operations. 


ea &. wt mm SCO 





The quantity of power reservation, as set forth in this request, is separate and i 
in addition to Navy’s former request for an increase in firm rate of power de- 5 
livery at Mare Island Naval Shipyard as contained in our letter of October 18, 8 
1955. : 

Very truly yours, 

A. P. GARDINER, c 
Captain (CEC), USN, d 

Acting District Public Works Officer. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE I NTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, I 
REGIONAL OFFICE REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., June 13, 1956. 
District PUBLIC WorKS OFFICER, 

District Public Works Office, y 
12th Naval District, San Bruno, Calif. ec 

Dear Str: Some time ago, we acknowledged and explained our inability at the 
time to honor your request for an increase in the contract rate of delivery to Mare 
Island Naval Shipyard. Electric service is now being furnished under our agree- 
ment, contract No. 14-06—200-3794, dated December 1, 1954. 

We now have some additional firm power for sale by reason of the contribution 
from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants to the Central Valley project’s firm 0 
power supply. We plan to take action by July 15, 1956, on all requests for in- f: 
creases in contract rates of delivery. We urge you, therefore, to inform us 
promptly whether you now wish a contract change in accordance with your previ- Si 
ous request, or what your wishes are in the matter. Your attention is called to fi 
the minimum monthly billing provision in the R2-F2 rate schedule applicable un- N 
der the agreement, which is as follows: “Minimum bill: $1 per month per kilowatt ' 
of the contract rate of delivery.” tl 

In order for us to evaluate all requests in relation to the available firm power, y 
please furnish us with your estimates of the annual maximum kilowatt demand - 
and annual kilowatt-hours for fiscal years 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960 for Mare Is- 
land Naval Shipyard. 

The above estimates are also needed at this time under our power contracts <M 
with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. These contracts require that we inform the 
company annually of the estimated electric-power requirement for the ensuing 2 
4-year period of loads of the United-States and its customers. The company uses FE: 
this information in planning for the firm power requirements of the area pur- 
suant to our contract with the company for integration and firming of project 
power so as best to meet the combined loads of both parties; and to justify the 
installation of facilities for the delivery of project power under the wheeling Es 
contract. 

Your attention is directed to paragraph B of the general power contract provi- 
sions of our agreement with you which reads as follows: 

“The contractor may from time to time, in the absence of objection by the — 
contracting officer, use energy at rates of power delivery greater than the con- 
tract rate of delivery in effect for each type of service provided for in this con- fir 
tract, but such greater use shall not be deemed to establish in the contractor any 1 
right thereto and the contractor shall cease any such greater use whenever and ei 
for the periods of time requested by the contracting officer. Nothing in this con- N, 
tract contained shall obligate or be construed to obligate the United States to in- = 
crease any contract rate of delivery hereunder. If additional power is not avail- pe 
able from the United States, the responsibility for securing additional power shall a 


rest wholly with the contractor.” 
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While in the past it has not been necessary for us to restrict the use of energy 
under the above as modified by paragraph 4 (c) of the agreement, we anticipate 
that it will be necessary for us to do this in the near future. Thereafter, use 
would be limited permanently to the contract rate of delivery. It will be neces- 
sary, therefore, for you to make arrangements for additional power from another 
source. This arrangement should be effectuated promptly so that when your 
use of Central Valley project energy is restricted by us to your contract rate of 
delivery you will have an assured outside source of power, and the necessary 
changes in our agreement with you can be made. 

Since we expect to determine, on or about July 15, what increase may be made 
in your existing contract rate of delivery, please let us know by that date what 
your decision is with respect to making arrangements for an additional power 
supply. Changes in our agreement with you will be dependent on your conclusion 
of such arrangements. 

We desire to obtain promptly the 4-year estimates for the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. and the amount of your request for an increase in the contract rate of 
delivery. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


JuLy 6, 1956. 
Drrecror, Recron IT, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Dear Str: This is in answer to four separate letters received from you all of 
which are dated June 13, 1956. These letters concern the matter of increased 
contract rate of firm power delivery to the following four naval activities: 

(a) Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
(b) Naval Air Station, Moffett Field 
(c) Naval Supply Annex, Stockton 
(d) Naval Magazine, Port Chicago 

Because these letters all deal with the same subject they will be taken care 
of by this single reply. This action is deemed desirable because of certain service 
factors which the Navy wishes to present for your consideration. 

In answer to the questions contained in your letters and on the assumption that 
service would only be continued under the specific conditions set down in the 
framework of the existing individual contracts covering each naval station, 
Navy wishes to increase the contract rate of firm power delivery in line with the 
values shown in the following table. As requested, this tabulation also indicates 
the estimated individual maximum demands and kilowatt-hours consumption per 
year at each naval activity for the ensuing 4-year period. 


| Naval Ship- }| Moffett | Stockton | Port 
yard Mare | Chicago 
Ne Ss | - = 
oR ey a aes —— 14-06-200-3704_| 175r-3377 175r-3362 175r-3221. 
New contract rate of delivery (kilowatts) 30,000 4,000 6,000 2,500. 
Estimated marimum demand (kilowatts): | 
RO oikld i esis cn eacks Si caeedddl Es oR on ans 4,000... 1,200. 
Seb cciantchts Hn% enn eae — - 24,000 _ .. ..| 3,200.. 5,000__. 1,200 
| lle ti, a a j ncaeesae 27,000 3,600 5,500 2,100. 
1960 , : } 30,000 _ 4,000 | 6,000 2,500. 
Estimated kilowatt hours per year: | | | 
SE bala teminettawdelhe : : 100X106. ......) 10108 10.5108 4.0108 
—— z 115108 | 11.5106 13.0108 5.5106 
1959 ¥ 130 106 | 12.5106 | 14.0106 7.0108. 
1960 _- ‘ wabeiia ; 145X108 14.0K106 15.0 106 8.5104, 


Your letters indicate that action with regard to allocation of the additional 
firm power capacity of the Central Valley project will be taken on or about July 
15. It is requested that Reclamation discuss with Navy and give full considera- 
tion to certain rather basic changes in the concept of electric power supply to 
Navy before making final commitment of the additional Central Valley project 
power capacity. The proposed changes in utility-service concept are set forth 
in following paragraphs of this letter. However, if final action is taken on the 
allocation of the additional power prior to discussion and agreement regarding 
Navy’s request, it should be clearly understood that Navy is applying for the 

84976—57 13 











188 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


increased contract rates of delivery as shown in the above tables with under- 
standing and agreement to abide by all of the requirements of the existing indi- 
vidual contracts. 

The first basic change in service concept as requested for consideration involves 
the matter of individual contracts covering each point of service to Navy. 

It is requested that service to the various naval activities listed above be 
considered by Reclamation as 4 individual metered service points of 1 cus- 
tomer, i. e., Navy, rather than 4 separate customers requiring individual service 
contracts. The district public-works officer is the contracting officer for pro- 
curement of the utilities at all naval activities of the 12th Naval District and 
will accept a single billing for all activities with a contract demand of 42,500 
kilowatts billed in accordance with your rates and rules and regulations applying 
to individual metering points of a single customer. In line with this fact it is 
both reasonable and logical that the single-customer concept be applied to the 
various individually metered naval service points. 

Under the above single-customer concept it is requested that a total of 42,500 
kilowatts, the summation of the 4 individual new contract rates of delivery as 
indicated in the previous tabulation, be assigned for present use of the Navy. 
There would be no specific activity allotment of the various power blocks which 
would go to make up this new total contract rate of delivery. Navy would have 
the right to use this power at varying rates of delivery at the various metering 
points involved so long as the overall usage did not exceed the total contract rate 
of delivery during such periods of time as this restriction may be in force. 

It is understood that service to Navy at those points which are supplied through 
wheeling would be subject to the conditions and requirements set down in contract 
175r—2650 between Reclamation and P. G. & E. covering transmission and 
exchange of service. Also Navy would guarantee that Reclamation receive 
overall revenue equal to or greater than the minimum monthly billing associated 
with the new total contract delivery rate, 42,500 kilowatts. 

Your letters all specifically note that it is anticipated that in the near future 
it will be necessary for you to restrict the use of energy to the contract rates of 
delivery. Should this condition arise, the above requested flexibility of point 
of energy usage would effect a substantial savings in the Navy’s overall cost of 
utility procurement. 

As you no doubt realize military establishments are of necessity subjected to 
tremendous fluctuations in their degree of activity. Whereas expansion and 
action in certain phases such as guided missiles and aircraft may be materially 
accelerated, the exact opposite action may be taking place with regard to various 
other components of the Navy program. Because of this fact the power demand 
at any specific naval activity may in a relatively short period of time undergo a 
major increase or decrease for reasons which cannot possibly be foreseen. 

The Navy has made no arrangements to provide supplementary power supply 
to these activities and has no plans to do so. Under the proposed single-customer 
concept including flexibility or transfer of delivery rate of power between the 
various naval activities, it is probable that no such arrangements will be 
required. 

During such times as it may be necessary for Reclamation to restrict the de- 
livery rate of power to its customers, Navy would readily abide by such request. 
Any additional power exceeding the total delivery rate of 42,500 kilowatts as 
allotted to these naval activities would be supplied through operation of the 
Navy's power-generating facilities at the Mare Island Naval Shipyard or 
through our existing standby agreement with P. G. & E. Co. at Mare Island. 

The second basic change in service concept as requested for consideration 
involves the request as set forth in our letter of May 3, 1956, regarding the 
assignment of an additional 30,000 kilowatts contract rate of delivery to be set 
aside for future Navy use. 

Although no reference is made to this request in your recent letters regarding 
aliocation of additional firm power of the Central Valley project, Navy requests 
that the matter be given full consideration at this time. Various new activities 
of Navy are being engineered and will be constructed for operation within the 
next few years. As pointed out in our letter of May 3, 1956, Navy does not feel 
that it should be required to immediately start paying a minimum monthly 
charge covering this power allotment. Waiver of the minimum-charge require- 
ment for a reasonable length of time to allow for development of this load would 
be consistent with, and similar to, previous actions of Reclamation in this regard. 
In these cases Reclamation has allotted substantial blocks of power for future 
use without the obligation on the part of the customer of guaranteeing the asso- 
ciated minimum monthly charge. 
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Elimination of the minimum-charge requirement associated with this block of 
power is further justified on the basis of terms set out in contract 175r-3428 
between Reclamation and P. G. & E. Co. This contract which covers the sale 
and interchange of power and energy specifies that in line with contract condi- 
tions P. G. & E. Co. agrees to purchase at full R2F2 schedule rates all firm power 
which is not delivered to Reclamation’s preference customers. 

The above requested changes in contract commitment and concept are reason- 
able and it is believed that they will in no way diminish the revenue to Reclama- 
tion from the sale of Central Valley project power. If the above-requested 
changes in basic power-supply concept are accepted and Navy is permitted the 
power supply as requested, it will effect reduction in cost of Government opera- 
tions to the extent of several hundred thousand dollars per year. 

Very truly yours, 
G. K. Broptr, 
Capt. (cec) USN, 
District Public Works Officer. 





JULY 31, 1956. 
Memo to FILES 


{Handwritten note: Regarding conference of July 6, 1956.] 
Subject: Conference with BUREC regarding allocation of Government-generated 
power 

1. Captain Brodie, Lieutenant Andrews, and Mr. Rands from 12ND, and Mr. 
Hamiiton Treadway from BUDOCKS, met with Messrs. Spencer, Cailand, Blote, 
Bruere, and Miss Moss of BUREC at Sacramento on July 6, 1956. The purpose 
of this meeting was for Navy to submit information which had been requested 
by Reclamation and to present a request by Navy for a variation from Reclama- 
tion’s previously indicated policy with regard to allocation of Reclamation’s 
Governient-generated power to the Navy. 

2. At the time of the above-noted conference, Captain Brodie delivered to 
Mr. Spencer a letter from Navy dated July 6, 1956, setting forth the above indi- 
cated information. This letter was read aloud and discussed during the con- 
ference. 

38. As explained in the first paragraph of the above-noted letter, Reclamation 
had addressed to the 12ND four separate letters dated July 13, 1956, requesting 
certain information with regard to the amount of firm power which Navy desired 
to have set up as the new contract rate of delivery at each of the naval activities 
presently being supplied with Government-generated power. Each of these four 
letters set out a particular paragraph contained in the existing power supply 
eontracts. This paragraph specifies that although Reclamation may serve its 
customers with energy at rates of power delivery greater than the amount indi- 
cated as “contract rate of delivery,” that in no case is Reclamation obligated 
to do so and that “if additional power is not available from the United States, 
the responsibility for securing additional power shall rest wholly with the 
customer.” These letters further stated that Reclamation anticipates that it 
will be necessary to restrict use of energy to contract rates of delivery in the 
near future and continued to point out that, “Thereafter, use would be limited 
permanently to the contract rate of delivery. It will be necessary, therefore, for 
you to make arrangements for additional power from another source. This ar- 
rangement should be effectuated promptly so that when your use of Central 
Valley project energy is restricted by us to your contract rate of delivery you 
will have an assured outside source of power, and the necessary changes in our 
agreement with you can be made. Since we expect to determine, on or about 
July 15, what increase may be made in your existing contract rate of delivery, 
please let us know by that date what your decision is with respect to making 
arrangements for an additional power supply. Changes in our agreement with 
you will be dependent on your conclusion of such arrangement.” [Italie has 
been added. | 

4. During the course of the conference the above-noted point became the 
main matter of discussion. Navy’s letter of July 6, 1956, as read at the con- 
ference specifically states that, “The Navy has made no arrangements to provide 
supplementary power supply to these activities and has no plans to do so.” Recla- 
mation representatives insisted that until Navy had entered into the requested 
supplementary power supply agreements they should not be considered for addi- 
tional allocation of Government-generated power. 

5. Navy representatives expressed the opinion that Reclamation had no respon- 
sibility for power supply except as specifically outlined in their power contracts 
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and that procurement of Navy’s power requirements over and above those which 
would be supplied by Reclamation should in no way be the responsibility or con- 
sideration of Reclamation in their power sales operations. Reclamation held 
held that because service was being supplied through wheeling, Navy’s require- 
ments, over and above that contracted for from Reclamation, could be taken 
from the P. G. & E. system without the company’s previous consent or agreement. 
Navy acknowledged this fact, but stated that P. G. & E. had assured Navy that 
they could purchase all of the power which they needed either on a firm or emer- 
gency basis so long as they were willing to pay the rates prescribed by the Cali- 
fornia State Public Utilities Commission for such service. Navy pointed out 
that in the past effort had been made by them to procure standby power from 
Pr. G. & E. Co. to supply the Naval Ammunition Depot, Port Chicago. This 
station is presently served directly with Government-generated power by a single 
radial transmission line from the Reclamation’s Tracy Switchyard. Investiga- 
tion had disclosed that cost of this standby service from the P. G. & E. Co. would 
be prohibitive and Navy had, therefore, installed a Government-owned standby 
generating plant to meet anticipated emergency conditions. 

6. It was also explained that until such time as Reclamation has actually made 
its allocation of Government-generated power, fixing the contract rate of delivery 
at each of the various activities, Navy would be in no position to enter into a 
contract for supplementary power, since it could not know the amount being 
supplied by Reclamation and, therefore, the amount of supplementary power 
which might be required. 

7. The proposed action as stated in Reclamation’s letter that it will be neces- 
sary to restrict use of energy to contract rate of delivery in the near future and 
that thereafter such use would be limited permanently to the contract rate of 
delivery was discussed. This discussion disclosed that it was Reclamation’s 
intention that following the first such time as the simultaneous maximum demands 
of all BUREC customers should reach the Central Valley project firm capacity 
as agreed upon between Reclamation and the P. G. & E. Co. thereafter each and 
every customer of Reclamation would be continuously and permanently limited 
to their contract rate of delivery. 

& Navy expressed the opinion that this interruption and action by Reclama- 
tion would be unfair and would act against the best interests of Navy and other 
preference customers. As explained, the reason for this belief was based on the 
fact that the period of maximum simultaneous demand of all Reclamation cus- 
tomers which would come up to or exceed Central Valley project firm capacity 
would result primarily from the load imposed by the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District. This maximum-load period would, therefore, in all probability, 
oecur between 5 and 9 o’clock on an evening between the 15th and 25th of Decem- 
ber. This maximum simultaneous demand would probably not even be ap- 
proached again until a similar period of time during the following year. By 
Reclamation’s proposed action in this regard, they would be giving the benefit 
of diversity of their preference customer loads to the P. G. & E. Co. at the detri- 
ment and expense of said customers. Such action is believed not to be required 
nor anticipated in the Reclamation P. G. & E. contract. The above facts indicate 
the impropriety and unfairness of permanently restricting all customers to their 
contract rate of delivery based on the fact that rate of delivery of power under 
the above conditions had reached Central Valley project firm capacity for one 
specific short seasonal load period. 

Reclamation indicated that Navy would not receive the total allocation of power 
as requested and insisted that Navy representatives confer with officials of the 
P. G. & EB. Co. regarding the execution of contracts covering supply of supple- 
mentary power for the various naval activities. It was indicated that no further 
action would be taken by BUREC in the matter of allocating power to the Navy 
until they had received a report of results of Navy-P. G. & E. meetings. On the 
basis of the above conditions Mr. Hamilton Treadway arranged to change his 
travel plans, stay over in the San Francisco area until the following Monday 
and discuss supplementary power supply conditions with the P. G. & E. Co. 


DIsTRICT PusLIC WorKS OFFICE, 
12TH Nava Districr, 
San Bruno, Calif., July 10, 1956. 
Mr. C. N. SPENCER, 
Director, Region IT, 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. SPENCER: This will advise that Mr. Hamilton Treadway and Lt. J. D. 

Andrews discussed the Navy power requirements with Mr. N. R. Sutherland, presi- 
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dent of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., on July 9, 1956, in accordance with your 
oral suggestion of July 6, 1956. 

Mr. Sutherland indicated that when the Navy’s power requirements now served 
by the Bureau of Reclamation exceed Reclamation’s ability to supply, the excess 
requirements will be furnished by the company. He further indicated that while 
the company had not worked out the details for furnishing supplementary power, 
that such power as the company supplies would be at its standard rate schedules 
and that the company would expect to associate energy with the excess demand 
equivalent to the monthly load factor. The company considers that it is unneces- 
sary to attempt to conclude any formal arrangements until such time as you have 
completed studies and made allocations to the various customers served by the 
Central Valley project. The Navy shares this view. 

In the Navy’s discussion with you it was brought out that consideration should 
be given to overall economy of the Federal Government in allocating the 450,000 
kilowatts of the Central Valley project. It is desired to emphasize again 
this factor. 

It is estimated that savings resulting from the allocation of 42,500 kilowatts 
as requested in the Navy’s letter of July 6, 1956, would amount to approximately 
$350,000 annually. In addition the 30,000 kilowatts which was requested for 
future use would result in annual savings of approximately $300,000. It is 
submitted that economy to the Government should be given first consideration in 
making your new allocations. 

Very truly yours, 
G. K. BRopte, 
Captain (CEC) USN, 
District Public Works Officer. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1956. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of Interior, 
Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary : Further reference is made to my letter of July 5, 1956, 
concerning the power supply to the Mare Island Naval Shipyard and your reply of 
the 12th of July. 

As you have noted the Bureau of Reclamation supplies electric power to several 
military installations in California under Reclamation’s contractual arrange- 
ments with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for the disposal of power from the 
Central Valley project. Among these are the Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 
discussed in my previous letter, the naval supply annex at Stockton, the naval air 
station at Moffett Field, and the naval magazine at Port Chicago. Power is 
supplied to these activities under memoranda of understanding entered into 
between the Navy and Reclamation pursuant to the Economy Act of 1932 and 
other legislative authority. 

The district public works officer, 12th Naval District, has received the Bureau 
of Reclamation’s request of June 13, 1956, relating to the allocation of the new 
-apacity available from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants. On July 6, 1956, he 
advised Reclamation’s Sacramento office as to the Navy’s future requirements at 
these four installations. In order that you may be fully informed on this matter 
a copy of his letter is enclosed. You will note that the future firm requirements 
of these activities totals 42,500 kilowatts and that the district public works officer 
has proposed alternate plans for handling this by combined or individual billings, 
either of which is satisfactory to the Navy. 

In addition to the requirements of the naval installations presently served by 
Reclamation in the central California area, all as outlined above, the Navy is 
planning new activities in this area, principally the Lemoore jet base and other 
air facilities for which construction funds are now available. These activities 
will have substantial power requirements. Their ultimate demands will be in 
the order of 30,000 kilowatts. It is anticipated that full use of the 30,000 kilo- 

yatts would be made within a period of 2to4 years. In view of the nature of our 
needs in this area, it is requested that you reserve power to meet them at such 
times in the future as may be designated by the Navy. It is suggested that a 
commitment similar to that under which firm capacity has been reserved for the 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada would be appropriate in this situation. 
You may be assured that as soon as the magnitude of our use of this allocation 
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and that procurement of Navy’s power requirements over and above those which 
would be supplied by Reclamation should in no way be the responsibility or con- 
sideration of Reclamation in their pow2r sales operations. Reclamation held 
held that because service was being supplied through wheeling, Navy’s require- 
ments, over and above that contracted for from Reclamation, could be taken 
from the P. G. & E. system without the company’s previous consent or agreement. 
Navy acknowledged this fact, but stated that P. G. & HB. had assured Navy that 
they could purchase all of the power which they needed either on a firm or emer- 
gency’ basis so long as they were willing to pay the rates prescribed by the Cali- 
fornia State Public Utilities Commission for such service. Navy pointed out 
that in the past effort had been made by them to procure standby power from 
P. G. & E. Co. to supply the Naval Ammunition Depot, Port Chicago. This 
station is presently served directly with Government-generated power by a single 
radial transmission line from the Reclamation’s Tracy Switchyard. Investiga- 
tion had disclosed that cost of this standby service from the P. G. & E. Co. would 
be prohibitive and Navy had, therefore, installed a Government-owned standby 
generating plant to meet anticipated emérgéncy conditions. 

6. It was also explained that until such time as Reclamation has actually made 
its allocation of Government-generated power, fixing the contract rate of delivery 
at each of the various activities, Navy would be in no position to enter into a 
contract for supplementary power, since it could not know the amount being 
supplied by Reclamation and, therefore, the amount of supplementary power 
which might be required. 

7. The proposed action as stated in Reclamation’s letter that it will be neces- 
sary to restrict use of energy to contract rate of delivery in the near future and 
that thereafter such use would be limited permanently to the contract rate of 
delivery was discussed. This discussion disclosed that it was Reclamation’s 
intention that following the first such time as the simultaneous maximum demands 
of all BUREC customers should reach the Central Valley project firm capacity 
as agreed upon between Reclamation and the P. G. & EB. Co. thereafter each and 
every customer of Reclamation would be continuously and permanently limited 
to their contract rate of delivery. 

8. Navy expressed the opinion that this interruption and action by Reclama- 
tion would be unfair and would act against the best interests of Navy and other 
preference customers. As explained, the reason for this belief was based on the 
fact that the period of maximum simultaneous demand of all Reclamation cus- 
tomers which would come up to or exceed Central Valley project firm capacity 
would result primarily from the load imposed by the Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District. This maximum-load period would, therefore, in all probability, 
oecur between 5 and 9 o’clock on an evening between the 15th and 25th of Decem- 
ber. This maximum simultaneous demand would probably not even be ap- 
proached again until a similar period of time during the following year. By 
Reclamation’s proposed action in this regard, they would be giving the benefit 
of diversity of their preference customer loads to the P. G. & B. Co. at the detri- 
ment and expense of said customers. Such action is believed not to be required 
nor anticipated in the Reclamation P. G. & E. contract. The above facts indicate 
the impropriety and unfairness of permanently restricting all customers to their 
contract rate of delivery based on the fact that rate of delivery of power under 
the above conditions had reached Central Valley project firm capacity for one 
specific short seasonal load period. 

Reclamation indicated that Navy would not receive the total allocation of power 
as requested and insisted thagNavy representatives confer with officials of the 
P. G. & EB. Co. regarding the*execution of contracts covering supply of supple- 
mentary power for the various naval activities. It was indicated that no further 
action would be taken by BUREC in the matter of allocating power to the Navy 
until they had received a report of results of Navy-P. G. & E. meetings. On the 
basis of the above conditions Mr. Hamilton Treadway arranged to change his 
travel plans, stay over in the San Francisco area until the following Monday 
and discuss supplementary power supply conditions with the P. G. & E. Co. 


District PusLic Works OFFice, 
12TH NavaL District, 
San Bruno, Calif., July 10, 1956. 


Mr. C. N. SPENCER, 
Director, Region IT, 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, Calif. 
DEAR Mr. SpeNcER: This will advise that Mr. Hamilton Treadway and Lt. J. D. 
Andrews discussed the Navy power requirements with Mr. N. R. Sutherland, presi- 
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dent of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co,, on July 9, 1956, in accordance with your 
oral suggestion of July 6, 1956. 

Mr. Sutherland indicated that when the Navy’s power requirements now served 
by the Bureau of Reclamation exceed Reclamation’s ability to supply, the excess 
requirements will be furnished by the company. He further indicated that while 
the company had not worked out the details for furnishing supplementary power, 
that such power as the company supplies would be at its standard rate schedules 
and that the company would expect to associate energy with the excess demand 
equivalent to the monthly load factor. The company considers that it is unneces- 
sary to attempt to conclude any formal arrangements until such time as you have 
completed studies and made allocations to the various customers served by the 
Central Valley project. The Navy shares this view. 

In the Navy’s discussion with you it was brought out that consideration should 
be given to overall economy of the Federal Government in allocating the 450,000 
kilowatts of the Central Valley project. It is desired to emphasize again 
this factor. 

It is estimated that savings resulting from the allocation of 42,500 kilowatts 
as requested in the Navy’s letter of July 6, 1956, would amount to approximately 
$350,000 annually. In addition the 30,000 kilowatts which was requested for 
future use would result in annual savings of approximately $300,000. It is 
submitted that economy to the Government should be given first consideration in 
making your new allocations. 

Very truly yours, 
G. K. Bropie, 
Captain (CEC) USN, 
District Public Works Officer. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 24, 1956. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of Interior, 
Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary : Further reference is made to my letter of July 5, 1956, 
concerning the power supply to the Mare Island Naval Shipyard and your reply of 
the 12th of July. 

As you have noted the Bureau of Reclamation supplies electric power to several 
military installations in California under Reclamation’s contractual arrange- 
ments with the Pacific Gas & Blectric Co. for the disposal of power from the 
Central Valley project. Among these are the Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 
discussed in my previous letter, the naval supply annex at Stockton, the naval air 
station at Moffett Field, and the naval magazine at Port Chicago. Power is 
supplied to these activities under memoranda of understanding entered into 
between the Navy and Reclamation pursuant to the Economy Act of 1932 and 
other legislative authority. 

The district public works officer, 12th Naval District, has received the Bureau 
of Reclamation’s request of June 13, 1956, relating to the allocation of the new 
capacity available from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants. On July 6, 1956, he 
advised Reclamation’s Sacramento office as to the Navy’s future requirements at 
these four installations. In order that you may be fully informed on this matter 
a copy of his letter is enclosed. You will note that the future firm requirements 
of these activities totals 42,500 kilowatts and that the district public works officer 
has proposed alternate plans for handling this by combined or individual billings, 
either of which is satisfactory to the Navy. 

In addition to the requirements of the naval installations presently served by 
Reclamation in the central California area, all as outlined above, the Navy is 
planning new activities in this area, principally the Lemoore jet base and other 
air facilities for which construction funds are now available. These activities 
will have substantial power requirements. Their ultimate demands will be in 
the order of 30,000 kilowatts. It is anticipated that full use of the 30,000 kilo- 
watts would be made within a period of 2to4 years. In view of the nature of our 
needs in this area, it is requested that you reserve power to meet them at such 
times in the future as may be designated by the Navy. It is suggested that a 
commitment similar to that under which firm capacity has been reserved for the 
Colorado River Commission of Nevada would be appropriate in this situation. 
You may be assured that as soon as the magnitude of our use of this allocation 
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has been fully determined the Navy will release for reallocation any excess of 
capacity assigned to it. 

It is estimated that the allocations requested herein will effect ultimately total 
annual savings to the Government of approximately $650,000. Since the charges 
paid by the Navy are the same as those applied to Reclamation’s other customers, 
these savings reflect the overall economy of the Federal Government. Savings 
of similar magnitude will accrue to the Government at its other activities served 
from the Central Valley project and this factor cannot be overemphasized. It is, 
accordingly, suggested that Government economy should be given primary and, if 
possible, controlling consideration in making the new allocations. 

It is requested, in accordance with the Economy Act of 1932, that you provide 
adequately for the Navy’s needs as outlined herein and that you make such ar- 
rangements as may be necessary in order to meet them on a timely basis. The 
district public works officer will continue to work with Reclamation’s Sacramento 
office in concluding a memorandum of understanding relating thereto. 

In view of the ultimate savings to the Government your early and favorable 
consideration of this request will be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. H. Footer, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material). 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 


Washington 25, D. C., August 7, 1956. 
Mr. R. H. Foc er, 


Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material), 
Department of the Navy, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: Your letter of July 24, 1956, in further reference 
to a long-term contract for additional electric power from the Central Valley 
project of the Bureau of Reclamation for naval installations in central California, 
including the Mare Island Naval Shipyard, has been received. We have carefully 
studied the comments in your letter and also the comments in a letter dated 
July 6 from your district public works officer to the regional director at 
Sacramento. 

To the extent that additional Central Valley power may be available for the 
Navy, we believe that your proposal has considerable merit. It will be necessary 
of course for the Bureau of Reclamation to follow its normal principles and 
procedures in the various matters covered by the July 6 letter. We are asking 
the Bureau of Reclamation to give this matter its careful and considered atten- 
tion in an endeavor to work out with your district public works officer a contract 
of the nature which you propose. 

We understand from the Washington office of the Bureau that it is antici- 
pated the regional studies pertaining to the marketing of the additional power 
available from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants will soon be available. We 
are hopeful that this matter can be taken care of within the next few weeks. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Secretary of the Interior. 





District Pusitc WorKSs OFFICcr, 
TWELFTH NAvAL District, 
San Bruno, Calif., September 12, 1956. 
Mr. ARTHUR PEREMAN, 
Staff Director, Public Works Resources Subcommittee, 
Old House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. PertMAN: In line with your request, the following studies and 
copies of correspondence have been assembled and are being forwarded at this 
time. 

Enclosure (1) is a memo from DD421 dated July 29, 1954. This memo was 
prepared during the time at which all power supplied from Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to Mare Island above 8,000 kilowatts was considered to be nondependable 
and was so billed to the Navy. The memo points out that change of procurement 
to all firm power would result in increased power billing of $3,680 per month. 
Attached to the memo is a graph which was plotted based on historical power 
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use showing the existing billing, the billing under the proposed all firm sale, 
the dollar per month increase and the percent increase in cost. 

Due to the actions and pressures of Bureau of Reclamation, all power pur- 
chased for Mare Island Naval Shipyard since December 1954 has been supplied 
and billed on the basis of total firm capacity. Following the transfer of power 
purchase at Mare Island from the combined firm and nonfirm to total firm basis, 
an additional study was made. This study, enclosure (2), is entitled, “Compara- 
tive Charges and Revenue Covering Transmission Losses, Wheeling, and Power 
Costs for the Sale by Bureau of Reclamation of an Equal Amount of Firm and 
Nonfirm Power to Mare Island Naval Shipyard and the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co.” As in the previous study, the calculation of costs on the various bases 
considered in this study are taken from historical conditions of power use at the 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard. 

This study indicates that the new contract arrangements under which all 
power supplied to the shipyard is being billed for on a firm-power basis have 
increased the cost to the Navy in the amount of $42,000 per year, and have 
decreased the revenue to the Bureau of Reclamation for the sale of the same 
quantity of power in the amount of $62,000 per year. The result of this action 
has been to effect a loss to the Government or increase in operating cost totaling 
$104,000 per year, and to reduce the amount of revenue paid by the private 
utility to the Government by this same total amount. 

Enclosure (8) is a tabulation of actual savings which were effected during 
fiscal year 1956 through the procurement of Central Valley project power for 
the operation of the four naval activities as listed. This total savings in the 
amount of $469,000 would have been increased by an additional $40,000 to $45,000 
had the Mare Island Naval Shipyard been served under the previous billing 
arrangement of part firm and part nonfirm power supply. 

Enclosure (4) is a copy of a letter from the Bureau of Reclamation to Mare 
Island Naval Shipyard indicating that the power factor of the service taken 
by Mare Island Naval Shipyard must be maintained above 90 percent at all times. 
This requirement is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to meet. To try to do 
So involves excessive supervision and maintenance of equipment and operation of 
the electrical facilities. As a result of similar letters and associated nuisance 
actions, Navy has installed power factor correction equipment at the various 
naval activities taking Bureau of Reclamation power. The cost and required 
operating and maintenance charges associated with this equipment are far in 
excess of any reasonable utility requirement. By way of contrast, it should be 
noted that the local utility company does not require any such equipment to be 
installed by its customers, and in those cases where the customer’s average 
monthly power factor exceeds 85 percent, a billing discount is applied. 

Captain Brodie and myself are making arrangements to attend the subcommit- 
tee hearings in Roseville on September 24, 1956. Should you desire additional in- 
formation prior to the time when we will see you at this hearing, kindly let me 
know. 

Very truly yours, 
OLIVER O. RANDS, 
Director, Utilities Division. 


JULY 29, 1954. 


[Enclosure 1] 


Memorandum from : DD421. 

To: DD400. 

Subject : Study of power supply cost, Mare Island Naval Shipyard. 

Reference: (a) Memorandum of agreement for electric service to Naval Ship- 
yard, MARE Reclamation draft dated July 15, 1954. 

Enclosure: (1) Graph of net cost of purchased power (present billing versus 
proposed agreement) dated July 27, 1954. 


1. A study has been made regarding the effect on net cost of purchased power 
assuming conditions and rates contained in the proposed memorandum of agree- 
ment covering supply of power to Mare Island Naval Shipyard, reference (a). 

2. Based on historical conditions of purchased electric power demand and con- 
sumption during the first 6 months of calendar year 1954, the increase in cost of 
such power based on conditions contained in Reclamation’s draft of memo of 
agreement, reference (a), would have been $22,094, or an average of $3,680 per 
month. Enclosure (1) is a graph showing by months: 

(a) Billing under existing agreement. 
(6b) Billing under proposed agreement. 
(c) Dollars increased cost. 

(d@) Percent increased cost. 
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It will be noted that the percentage increased cost would vary from a low of 
10.5 percent in February to a high of 17.7 percent in June. 

8. On the basis of increased cost of service as indicated in enclosure (1), and 
the conditions of service contained in reference (a); it is believed that the Navy 
would make a very serious error to approve and execute the proposed agreement. 


O. O. RANbs. 
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[Bnclosure 2] 


Comparative charges and revenue covering transmission losses, wheeling, and 
power costs for the sale by Bureau of Reclamation of an equal amount of firm 
and nonfirm power to Mare Island Naval Shipyard and the Pacific Gas ¢€ 
Electric Co. 


(Computations are based on historical conditions of nonfirm power use and the 
billing for nonfirm power as occurred at Mare Island Naval Shipyard during 
the year 1954) 


Average monthly nonfirm demand was 8,642 kilowatts. 
Average monthly nonfirm consumption was 2,314,733 kilowatt-hours. 
Assume that: 
(1) If Mare Island Naval Shipyard is billed for nonfirm power, then a like 
amount of firm power is purchased by P. G. & E.; and conversely, 
(2) If Mare Island Naval Shipyard is billed for firm power, then e like 
amount of nonfirm power is purchased by P. G. & E. 


(1) NONFIRM POWER TO MARE ISLAND NAVAL SHIPYARD; FIRM POWER TO P. G. & E. 


(a) Billing to Mare Island Naval Shipyard for nonfirm power, etc_.. $10, 294. 54 
(This figure includes charges for wheeling and cost of 
transmission losses—these costs paid by Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard. ) 
(b) Cost to P. G. & E.: 
P. G. & BE. to Bureau of Reclamation for firm 


$14, 445. 03 
Bureau of Reclamation to P. G. & E. for wheel- 
2, 314. 73 


Net cost to P. G. & E 
(c) Revenue to Bureau of Reclamation (net) 


(2) FIRM POWER TO MARE ISLAND NAVAL SHIPYARD; NONFIRM POWER TO P. G. & E. 


(a) Billing to Mare Island Naval Shipyard for firm power $13, 757. 28 
(This billing for cost of firm power only—all charges for 
wheeling and cost of transmission losses paid by Bureau of 
Reclamation. ) 
(b) Cost to P.G. & E.: 
P. G. & E. to Bureau of Reclamation for nonfirm 


Bureau of Reclamation to P.G. & E.for wheeling 2,314.73 


Net cost to P. G. & E 8, 457. 64 


(c) Revenue to Bureau of Reclamation 17, 214. 92 


CONCLUSIONS 


The effect of the sale of firm power to Mare Island Naval Shipyard and non- 
firm power to P. G. & E. (assumption (2)) as compared with power supply and 
contract conditions which existed prior to December 1954 (assumption (1)): 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard: (2a) $13,757.28 minus (1a) $10,294.54 equals 
$3,462.74 per month or $41,552.88 increased cost per year. 

Bureau of Reclamation: (1c) $22,424.84 minus (2c) $17,214.92 equals 
$5,209.92 per month or $62,519.04 decreased revenue per year. 

P. G. & E.: (1b) $12,130.30 minus (2b) $3,457.64 equals $8,672.66 per month 
or $104,071.92 reduced cost per year. 

Under existing conditions of sale of firm power to Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 
the Government is needlessly losing $104,071.92 per year. 
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{Enclosure 3] 


Savings to U. 8. Government through use of Central Valley project power, 
12th Naval District, fiscal year 1956 


] ; ‘ 
Cost from 


Actual cost 
: private Savings to 
Activity rs oo utility the United 
tion) (P.G. & E. States 
Co.)! 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard._.-........--.--...-----------..- $353, 671 $711, 523 $357, 852 
Naval Sanory ANSE, DevGeiOlh.. ....... csncacc thncnesennsccenccas 70, 174 111, 925 41, 751 
Nawal Ait Rtasiets. DEOGNCS TIM. ob cen aniigineapon-nensanespank 57, 599 104, 515 46, 916 
Naval Magazine, Port Chicago-.-......-................-..---.-- 17,717 40, 231 22, 514 


Dottie seccsepernegernetiosinnieenenitimbnenyreer< 499, 161 968, 194 469, 033 





1 This billing cost is figured for purchase of electrical service identical to that actual taken at each activity 
but calculated on the basis of Pacific Gas & Electric Co’s. applicable rate schedules. 





{Enclosure 4] 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 22, 
Sacramento, Calif. (Town and Country Area), May 8, 1956. 


COMMANDING OFFICER, 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 
Vallejo, Calif. 
(Attention: Code 460 via Codes 400 and 404.) 

Sir: We are enclosing two prints of a power factor recheck made on your 
electric system during the period April 13-20, 1956. Three additional prints were 
delivered to Mr. K. Kimball on April 20, 1956, at which time our representative 
discussed the results of the recheck with him. 

You will note that the power factor was below 90 percent a number of times 
and therefore in violation of agreement 14—-06-—200-3794 for electric service. We 
request that prompt steps be taken to improve your power factor to 90 percent or 
better at all times. 

Mr. Kimball requested information on the power factor clause in your contract. 
This is included under paragraph N of the general power contract provisions 
and schedule R2-F2, the interim schedule of rates for firm power service. Under 
the present conditions of wheeling power, the power factor restrictions have never 
been waived. 

A previous power factor chart made on your system November 10-17, 1955, 
indicated that your system was operated in a satisfactory manner so as to main- 
tain a power factor of 90 percent or better. Since there appears to have been no 
substantial change in your system peak, the latest power factor check is appar- 
ently indicative of some modification of operating procedures. 

We would appreciate your early advice on measures you have taken to correct 
this condition, upon receipt of which we will perform a recheck of your services. 

Very truly yours, 

R. 8S. Catianp, Acting Regional Director. 


ELectric Power PURCHASED FRoM THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


1. Power purchased from the Bureau of Reclamation, Central Valley project, 
has been the main outside source of power for the shipyard since August 1951. 
Due to the unfirm and varying nature of the basis on which this power has been 
purchased, a brief history is furnished for information. 

2. From August 1951 to December 1954 the arrangement for buying power 
from the Bureau of Reclamation called for a total of 25,000 kilowatts. Eight 
thousand kilowatts of this amount was firm power, and the remaining 17,000 
kilowatts was secondary, subject to interruption. 

8. This arrangement was in the nature of a temporary understanding and 
was never formalized by a contract, due to the inability of representation at 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Navy to agree on a number of basic concepts. 
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However, it worked quite satisfactorily for a time, and the power which was 
purchased provided a considerable saving in comparison with other rate structures 
that might have been applicable. During this period, shipyard generation was 
generally limited to the operation of the one 600-pound 6,000-kilowatt extraction 
turbine-generator. Additional units were not kept in spinning reserve, in antici- 
pation of a curtailment of secondary power, since a reasonable warning period 
was given prior to the infrequent curtailments. 

4. In 1953 limitations on secondary power were requested on a number of pro- 
longed occasions. The shipyard was reluctant to acceed to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation’s requests, since it was understood that they were trying to protect a 
commitment of secondary power to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (a nonpreference 
customer) at the expense of Mare Island (a preference customer). It is under- 
stood that Reclamation obtained a $0.25 per month per kilowatt premium on this 
firmed-secondary power if they did not default. 

5. Toward the end of 1953 and into 1954, there were further developments 
in nonavailability of secondary power to Mare Island. In addition to frequent 
and prolonged curtailments, Reclamation insisted that the shipyard be prepared 
to drop the secondary load immediately upon notice. In view of these conditions, 
it was necessary to discontinue any dependence on secondary power, and keep a 
sufficient number of generators on the line to provide for shipyard requirements 
over and above the 8,000-kilowatt firm power. This resulted in costly operation 
due to light loading and the need to use low pressure turbine generators. 

6,.This condition continued until a contract was negotiated, which became 
effective December 1, 1954. This contract eliminated secondary power and in- 
creased firm power from 8,000 to 20,000 kilowatts. However, the 12,000-kilowatt 
increase was for the limited period of December 1, 1954, to July 1, 1955. Since 
this latter date until the present the shipyard has been purchasing power under 
this contract, which now calls for 8,000 kilowatts firm power only. However, 
since secondary power is not involved, and since Reclamation has had sufficient 
firm power, the shipyard has been drawing power without any limitation (nor- 
nally up to approximately 16,000 kilowatts), supplemented by shipyard genera- 
tion, to supply Mare Island peaks of 22,000 to 24,000 kilowatts. 

7. The December 1, 1954, contract was considered of an interim nature, to be 
amended or replaced at a later date when Reclamation’s firm-power capacity 
was established at a higher amount due to the addition of the Folsom-Nimbus 
project. It is understood that this has now been established and that it should 
be possible to conclude a contract for 25,000 to 30,000 kilowatts firm power for 
the shipyard. Reclamation has indicated, however, that in the event a new or 
modified contract cannot be agreed upon it is probable that the amount of power 
which the shipyard can obtain under the present contract will be limited to the 
face value of 8,000 kilowatts. 

8. Negotiations regarding the purchase of power from the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have been on a continuing basis since 1950. No attempt will be made here 
to review the history of the numerous proposals and counterproposals that had 
been made prior to the negotiations which culminated in the 1954 contract. The 
various contracts between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co., as well as the various interpretations that could be read into them, 
complicated by availability of secondary power and the power-generating facili- 
ties at Mare Island, all combined to form a broad base for negotiating. 

9. As outlined hereinbefore, conditions in 1954 were forcing uneconomical 
operation, and, due to the dependence on unreliable turbine generators, power 
shortages on the shipyard were a continuous threat. The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion was agreeable to a contract for firm power, eliminating secondary, but held 
the position that they were oversold on firm power and could not contract for 
more than the 8,000 kilowatts firm that Mare Island had been receiving under 
the then existing combination agreement. Navy representatives were successful 
in convincing them that their largest customer, Sacramento MUD, would not draw 
their full amount of power for some time, and this cushion would take care of the 
amount they had oversold as well as the requirements for Mare Island for a 
limited duration. This formed the basis of the contract which provided an 
oe 12,000 kilowatts (20,000 kilowatts total) from December 1954 to July 

we, 

10. When this contract was planned, it was presumed that Reclamation would 
have more power available soon after July 1955 so that they could make approxi- 
mately 20,000 kilowatts available for Mare Island on a permanent basis as well 
as provide for part or all of the requirements of other customers. This addi- 
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tional power would result from the addition of the Folsom-Nimbus project to the 
Shasta-Keswick project. The firm-power capacity of Shasta-Keswick has been 
and is established at 300,000 kilowatts, while the capacity addition for Folsom- 
Nimbus was still in the negotiation stage with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. It 
was indicated at the time that they were not sure that this additional power 
would be sufficient to satisfy all customer applications, and an equitable prorating 
might be necessary. The amount of the firm-power credit for Folsom-Nimbus 
was a subject for negotiation, since Reclamation’s hydro capacity is integrated 
to some extent with P. G. & E., who provides steam-generated standby. 

11. In the latter part of 1955 application for 25,000 kilowatts in lieu of 20,000 
kilowatts was made for Mare Island. The firm power for Folsom-Nimbus was 
established at 150,000 kilowatts, this full amount not to be effective until Shasta 
and Folsom Reservoirs were filled. Any shortage would result in a prorated 
amount between 100,000 and 150,000 kilowatts (total Central Valley project 
capacity, 400,000 to 450,000 kilowatts). This would operate as a ratchet. with 
the full amount being eventually realized. 

12. The flood conditions of December 1955 filled both reservoirs, and it was 
presumed that full credit would be obtained, which, it is understood, would 
easily take care of all customers’ requirements (Reclamation had long since 
refused to accept applications from new customers). However, due to public 
hysteria, large amounts of water were dumped to provide storage for subsequent 
floods, and it is understood that there was some question if the full amount of 
power would be established. 

13. The Bureau of Reclamation has now indicated that they are in a position 
to allocate power to applicants and wish all the data necessary for their program- 
ing by July 15, 1956. The 12th district public-works office is taking the lead in 
the current negotiations. 

14. It is believed possible that a final conclusion to the many years of uncer- 
tainty of purchased power for Mare Island can be reached and that a contract 
for an adequate amount of power can be consummated. It is anticipated that 
the contract would run until April 1961, with reasonable assurance for automatic 
renewal. 


Item $ 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


PURCHASING AND CONTRACTING OFFICE, 
Castle Air Force Base, Calif., April 14, 1955. 


Re memorandum of agreement 175r-4799 (contract AF 04) 604)-2). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Bureau of Reclamation, San Joaquin Valley District, 
Fresno, Calif. 


GENTLEMEN: With particular reference to paragraph 5b of the above-cited 
memorandum, you are advised that this base is currently anticipating an increase 
in the connected and demand electrical loads on the 12-kilovolt-ampere distribu- 
tion system, due to the completion of new facilities. 

It is anticipated that within the next 12 months, the new facilities will increase 
the demand by approximately 4,000 kilovolt-amperes or 4,400 kilowatts; i. e., a 
total demand of 1,650 kilowatts on the 4,160-volt system and 5,000 kilowatts on 
the 12-kilovolt system, 

Information is requested as to whether we may apply the provisions of para- 
graph B of the general power contract provisions (concerning delivery of energy 
in excess of contract obligations) to take care of this anticipated increase; or 
whether you will require amendments to the existing contract, an enlargement 
of the P. G. & E. facilities from Atwater, Calif., to this base. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM R, MANN, 
CIV, USAF, Contracting Officer. 
Certified true copy: 


Ear 8. Crow, Jr., Captain, USAF. 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., June 13, 1956. 
COMMANDER, 
Castle Air Force Base, 
Merced, Calif. 
(Attention: Contracting officer, contract 175r—4799. ) 


Dear Sir: Some time ago, we acknowledged and explained our inability at the 
time to honor your request, made under paragraph 5 (b) of our agreement for 
electric service to Castle Air Force Base dated August 29, 1951, contract No. 175r-— 
4799, for an increase in the contract rate of delivery. However, we also indicated 
that it might be possible for us to make the contract change when additional 
firm power from the Central Valley project was available. 

We now have some additional firm power for sale by reason of the contribution 
from the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants to the Central Valley project’s firm 
power supply. We plan to take action by July 15, 1956, on all requests for 
increase in contract rates of delivery. We urge you, therefore, to inform us 
promptly whether you now wish a contract change in accordance with your 
previous request, or what your wishes are in the matter. Your attention is called 
to the minimum monthly billing provision in the R2—F2 rate schedule applicable 
under the agreement, which is as follows: “Minimum bill: $1 per month per 
kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery.” 

In order for us to evaluate all requests in relation to the available firm power, 
please furnish us with your estimates of the annual maximum kilowatt demand 
and annual kilowatt hours for fiscal years 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960 for Castle 
Air Force Base. 

The above estimates are also needed at this time under our power contracts with 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. These contracts require that we inform the 
company annually of the estimated electric power requirement for the ensuing 
4-year period of loads of the United States and its customers. The company uses 
this information in planning for the firm power requirements of the area pursuant 
to our contract with the company for integration and firming of project power 
so as best to meet the combined loads of both parties; and to justify the installa- 
tion of facilities for the delivery of project power under the wheeleing contract. 

Your attention is directed to paragraph B of the general power contract pro- 
visions of our agreement with you which reads as follows: 

“The Contractor may from time to time, in the absence of objection by the 
contracting officer, use energy at rates greater than the contract rate of delivery 
in effect for each type of service provided for in this contract, but such greater 
use shall not be deemed te establish in the contractor any right thereto and the 
contractor shall cease any such greater use whenever and for the periods of time 
requested by the contracting officer.” 

While in the past it has not been necessary for us to restrict the use of energy 
to the contract rate of delivery, we anticipate that it will be necessary for us to 
do this in the near future. Thereafter, use would be limited permanently to 
the contract rate of delivery. It will be necessary, therefore, for you to make 
arrangements for additional power from another source. This arrangement 
should be effectuated promptly so that when your use of Central Valley project 
energy is restricted by us to your contract rate of delivery you will have an 
assured outside source of power, and the necessary changes in our agreement 
with you can be made. 

Since we expect to determine, on or about July 15, what increase may be 
made in your existing contract rate of delivery, please let us know by that date 
what your decision is with respect to making arrangements for an additional 
power supply. Changes in our agreement with you will be dependent on your 
conclusion of such arrangements. 

We desire to obtain promptly the 4-year estimates for the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. and the amount of your request for an increase in the contract rate of delivery. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 
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HEADQUARTERS, 
93p BoMBARDMENT WING (6), 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, 

Castle Air Force Base, Calif., July 25, 1956. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Region Office, Region 2, 
Sacramento, Calif. 
GENTLEMEN: In reply to your letter of June 13, 1956, File 2-430, this head- 

quarters anticipates the following loads for the fiscal year noted below : 


Maximum Kilowatt- 














kilowatt hours 
demand 
12 kilovolts: 
TINE ee ohio hn do vewabaweecbsh dhe duckie debeeabuh sale 1, 900 7, 060, 000 
eee Beem k sh) oa. iso. -bin sie Os ~~ 3b x5 Lida be. ~ they a eaa'’ oie 2, 300 8, 550, 000 
cb | en ye ee i dill i Se See eee a a 2, 480 9, 230, 000 
inn sa Tees cepa atl ek ee Av lag. ee 2, 700 10, 000, 000 
4 kilovolts: 
Fiscal: years 1057, 1008, 1000, 190D..03 - is. 5 6e ss iss Sac sesso b ens ne pe 1, 500 6, 000, 000 


It is requested that a change to contract No. 175r-4799 be made to provide for 
the increases in contract rate of delivery as indicated in the above tabulation. 
Sincerely, 
RicHArp F., CoLiins, 
Captain, United States Air Force, 
Adjutant. 


Item 4 
UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


JUNE 1, 1956. 
Hon. OLARENcE A, Davis, 
Acting Secretary of Interior. 

DEAR MR. SecreTary: The Commission operates a vital defense facility near 
Livermore, Calif., which is within the service area covered by the contract for 
transmission and interchange of power between the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. This facility presently requires about 6,000 
kilowatts of firm power, and when the expansion now underway is completed 
in 1957, it will utilize about 11,000 kilowatts with corresponding increases in 
subsequent years. Our analysis indicates that the annual savings on our present 
usage would be in excess of $125,000 if our electrical requirements were supplied 
by the Bureau of Reclamation Central Valley project over the transmission 
lines of the Pacific Gas & Blectric Co. as provided for in contract 175r—3428 
between these two parties. 

The matter was explored at the local level by an interchange of letters between 
Mr. H. A. Fidler, manager of our San Francisco Operations Office and Mr. C. H. 
Spencer of the Bureau of Reclamation at Sacramento, Calif. On March 20, 
1956, in a letter to Mr. Fidler, Mr. Spencer indicated that no firm power was 
available to supply additional customers. There was no indication in this letter 
as to when firm power might be available nor whether or not our requirements 
might be met by reassigning firm power which is now allocated to prospective 
users who are not in a position to utilize it. We also understand that the Central 
Valley project firm capacity has recently been redetermined in accordance with 
amendment No. 3 to the above-described contract and that additional firm power 
will be available for allocation after June 1. 

The utilization of Bureau of Reclamation generated power for this vital 
defense load will, in this instance, materially assist the Commission in reducing 
its operating costs. For this reason, we request that you designate a minimum 
of 12,000 kilowatts of firm capacity for the use of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion at Livermore when the capacity of the Central Valley project is reallocated 
and that provisions be made for our additional requirements in subsequent years. 

Sincerely yours, 


K. E. Fretps, General Manager. 
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U. 8S. Atomic Energy Commission, summary of estimated power requirements, 
Livermore, Calif. 


| 
| UCRL12- | UCRL110-| Sandia 
| kilovolt line | kilovolt line | proposed 12- 
kilovolt line 


ource of supply 
apacity (kilowatts) 
Transformer capacity (kilovolt-amperes) 
Estimated annual load (thousand kilowatt-hours): 
Fiscal year 1956 
Fiscal year 1957 
Fiscal year 1958 
OE OO I ait ia «nc acahsenidabdicume~enabdecumee . 
Fiscal year 1960 
Estimated maximum demand (thousands of kilowatts): 
Fiscal year 1956 
Fiscal year 1957 
Fiscal year 1958 
Fiscal year 1959. 
iscal year 1960. 
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1 Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 


HOvSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
PUBLIC WORKS AND RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., September 21, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES E. WILSON, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: At a hearing before the Subcommittee on Public 
Works and Resources on September 13, 1955, a question arose regarding the 
cancellation of the contracts of the Mare Island Naval Base and of the Ames 
Aeronautical Laboratory at Moffett Field for the purchase of nonfirm electric 
power from the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I would appreciate having a report on this action, giving the history and pur- 
pose of the contracts, the date of and reason for their cancellation, the name and 
description of any alternative sources for the same type of power and a summary 
of any contract with the alternative source. The rates paid for nonfirm power 
from the Bureau of Reclamation and for similar power from alternative sources 
should also be stated. 

Since the subcommittee is in the midst of hearings involving the marketing of 
power by the Bureau of Reclamation, I would appreciate having the report re- 
quested by October 7, 1955. 

Sincerely yours, 
EARL CHUDOFF, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee. 


OctToser 6, 1955. 
Hon. Eart, CHuporr, 
Chairman, Public Works and Resources Subcommittee, 
The House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Srr: Your letter of September 21, 1955, to the Secretary of Defense re- 

uesting information regarding power being supplied the Ames Aeronautical 

aboratory at Moffett Field by the Bureau of Reclamation has been referred to 
the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics for direct reply. 

Two copies of the information requested are attached for the use of your 
committee. If any further information is desired, we shall be glad to be of any 
assistance possible. 

Very truly yours, 
E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Ezvecutive Officer. 

{Handwritten note: Info in this report as to dollars and anticipated operation 
for January 1955 checked out with budget officer to see that these figures were 
in substantial accord with budget figures. They were. R.C. 8S. October 6, 1955.) 
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Report on Contract No. 14—-06—-200-1117 ror SALE or FrrM AND NONFIRM ELECTRIC 
POWER TO THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS BY THE BUREAU 


OF RECLAMATION 
HISTORY AND PURPOSE 


Early in 1951, representatives of the Ames Aeronautical Laboratory of the 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics began preliminary negotiations 
with the Bureau of Reclamation for the purpose of obtaining electric power serv- 
ice at rates more favorable to the NACA than those being charged or offered in 
the future by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. Typical problems encountered dur- 
ing those negotiations were (1) whether power could be transmitted over exist- 
ing transmission lines of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. or whether it would be 
necessary for the Bureau of Reclamation to construct new transmission lines and 
(2) whether the Bureau of Reclamation could meet the present and future 
demand and energy requirements of the Ames Aeronautical Laboratory. 

On July 30, 1953, after arrangements had been made with the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. for transmitting Bureau of Reclamation power over their lines and 
assurance was given by the Bureau of Reclamation that they could meet the 
laboratory’s scheduled power requirements, the NACA entered into the above- 
captioned contract. The rates in this contract for both firm and nonfirm power 
were more favoable to the NACA than any offered by the Pacific Gas & Blectric 
Co. The scheduled contract rates of delivery contained in the contract were as 


follows: 


Effective date Firm power Nonfirm 
power 


Kilowatts Kilowatts 


OS OF I SIN Eid ic nctninscndccatbanundesedeiisthsonsscatsnnaseaush 15, 000 35, 

WNlEE E) SR ccancsslinibaabnhasanseenacinamuatenhtaekaem aaa 15, 000 85, 000 
SHEET ty Ul kinotosinntnbadebeathngnésddssaseesseeheeeniabbmbovesaeliinsatia 50, 000 125, 000 
SU. 1, TEE cncctcccaccccndeccovséensetspiennasccévcckendbeatnedtg=teenmaniia 50, 000 210, 000 


This schedule of contract rates of delivery was, however, qualified with the 
mutual understanding that increases in the rates of delivery for firm power 
and nonfirm power effective July 1, 1955, and July 1, 1957, were dependent 
upon the placing in commercial operation of the Bureau of Reclamation’s Folsom 


and Nimbus powerplants. 
Service under the contract was initiated January 1, 1954, 


DATE AND REASON FOR CANCELLATION OF NONFIRM POWER 


The nonfirm power provisions of the contract were canceled effective Feb- 
ruary 1, 1955, due to the inability of the Bureau of Reclamation to furnish this 
type of power. ' 

Shortly after service began on the contract, nonfirm power was curtailed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation to the extent that full utilization of several of 
the laboratory’s important research facilities could not be obtained. For ex- 
ample, during June 1954, the 6- by 6-foot wind tunnel was closed down for 
lack of power for 16 hours, 46 minutes; the 12-foot wind tunnel, 15 hours; 
and the 1- by 3-foot wind tunnel, 17 hours, 55 minutes. This condition be- 
came still more serious when it became apparent that no power would be 
available to supply the requirements of new facilities scheduled to go into 
operation late in 1955. 

Numerous attempts to modify the contract to insure that power would be 
available to meet scheduled requirements proved unsuccessful. Every known 
compromise was considered, as, for example, increasing the contract rate 
of delivery for firm power and rescheduling laboratory operations to use power 
at the low points of the Bureau of Reclamation’s load curve, even though extra 
costs to the NACA would be involved. Finally, in a letter of February 10, 
1955, the Bureau of Reclamation gave official notice to the NACA that the 
resources of the Central Valley project were insufficient to handle the load 
of the laboratory, and arrangements were made to obtain nonfirm power from 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. The Bureau of Reclamation continued to furnish 
firm power under the contract. 
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SUMMARY OF CONTRACT WITH ALTERNATIVE SOURCE 


A summary of the contract with the alternative source of nonfirm power, 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., San Francisco, Calif., is shown in the attached 
exhibit A. 


BATES PAID FOR NONFIRM POWER FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION AND FOR SIMILAR 
POWER FROM ALTERNATIVE SOURCE 


A summary of rates formerly paid the Bureau of Reclamation and the rates 
presently paid the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for nonfirm power follows: 

Bureau of Reclamation: 

Demand charge: $0.25 per kilowatt of nonfirm billing demand. 

Energy charge: $0.003 per kilowatt-hour. 

Transmission charge: $0.25 per kilowatt of the maximum 30-minute inte- 
grated demands in the month less 1 mill per kilowatt-hour of firm energy 
billed during said month. 

(Note.—See exhibit C attached for detailed rates and conditions.) 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co.: 

Demand charge: $0.65 per kilowatt of nonfirm, on-peak billing demand; 
$0.15 per kilowatt of nonfirm, off-peak billing demand. 

Energy charge: $0.00576 per kilowatt-hour. 

Billing computations of the cost of nonfirm power under each of the above sets 
of rates and a comparison of the resulting total power costs for a typical month 
are shown in exhibit B. These computations, of course, take into consideration 
primary voltage discounts and transmission charges, where applicable, in the 
case of the Bureau of Reclamation, and power factor adjustments, in the case 
of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

The operating conditions scheduled for January 1956, were used in the billing 
computations for the reason that all major facilities will be in regular operation 
by then. At the present time, some of the laboratory’s new equipment is under- 
going tests and break-ins, requiring large blocks of power for very short inter- 
vals but only during off-peak hours. Under these conditions the relationships 
between demand and energy vary to the extent that fair and accurate comparisons 
of costs under the different rates are not practical. 


Exursit A 
INTERIM SERVICE 


Contract : NA2-926(w) 


Effective as of May 1, 1955, and to the date that the laboratory’s fourteen foot 
and unitary wind tunnels begin regular operation, but not later than January 
1, 1956, upon written acceptance by the laboratory and authorization by the 
California Public Utilities Commission, for power requirements in addition to 
approximately 25,000 kw. of firm power supplied by the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, charges shall be: 

Demand Charges: 

Excess on-peak demand, as described in 3(b) hereof, 65 cents per kw./mo. 
Excess off-peak demand, as described in 3(c) hereof, 15 cents per kw./mo. 

Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge) : 5.76 mills/kwh. 

All energy used in testing the Laboratory’s Fourteen Foot and Unitary Wind 
Tunnels shall be supplied by the Company and separately metered. 


REGULAR SERVICE 


Effective on the date the new wind tunnels begin regular operation, but not 
later than January 1, 1956, for power requirements in addition to 50,000 kw. of 
— power supplied by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, charges shall 

e : 

Demand Charges: 

Excess on-peak demand, as described in 8 (b) hereof, 65 cents per kw./mo. 
but not less than $600,000 per year. 
Excess off-peak demand, as described in 3 (c) hereof, 15 cents per kw./mo. 

Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge) : 5.76 mills/kwh. 


84976—57——_14 
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Special Conditions 


1. Voltage : Service will be at a nominal voltage of 110 kv. 

2. On-peak hours: All hours except those occurring between 10:30 p. m. and 
6: 30 a. m. of the following day, and all hours of Sundays and legal holidays. 

3. Maximum demand: The maximum demand in any month will be the average 
kw. delivery of the 30-minute interval in which such delivery is greater than in 
any other 30-minute interval in the month; provided, however, that if the load 
is intermittent or subject to violent fluctuations, a 5-minute interval may be used. 

(a) Firm on-peak demand (Supplied by the United States Bureau of Rec- 
lamation) : The firm on-peak demand shall be the first 50,000 kw. (approxi- 
mately 25,000 kw. during Interim Service period) of maximum demand which 
occurs during on-peak hours, 

(b) Excess on-peak demand: Excess on-peak demand is the difference be- 
tween the greatest maximum demand occurring during on-peak hours of any 
month and the firm on-peak demand occurring during the same month. 
Such excess on-peak demand shall be subject to interruption when the Com- 
pany’s spinning reserve, in the Company’s judgment, is needed for its firm 
customers. The Company shall not be obligated to make available in excess 
of 25,000 kw. of such demand during the Interim Service period nor in excess 
of 125,000 kw. during the Regular Service period. 

(c) Excess off-peak demand: Excess off-peak demand is the difference be- 
tween the maximum demand occurring during off-peak hours of any month 
and the sum of the firm and excess on-peak demands occurring in said month. 
Such excess off-peak demand shall be subject to interruption when the 
Company’s spinning reserve, in the Company’s judgment, is needed for its 
firm customers. The Company shall not be obligated to make available in 
excess of 150,000 kw. of such demand during the Interim Service period nor 
in excess of 85,000 kw. during the Regular Service period. 

(d) Should such Company interruptions to service as provided for in Items 
(b) and (c) above seriously curtail normal operation of the Ames laboratory, 
as determined by the NACA Contracting Officer or his duly authorized repre- 
sentative, the annual minimum charge shall be reduced proportionately for 
such period of curtailment. 

4. Billing demand: 

(a) The excess on-peak demand to be used for any month in computing 
charges under the above schedule shall be the difference between the greatest 
total-on-peak demand created during that month and the firm on-peak de- 
mand of 50,000 kw. during Regular Service (approximately 25,000 kw. during 
Interim Service) supplied by the United States Bureau of Reclamation for 
said month. 

(b) The excess off-peak demand charge in any month shall apply only 
to that portion of the total off-peak demand during said month which is in 
excess of the combination of said firm demand and said excess on-peak 
demand created during said month. 

5. Power factor adjustment and power factor: The total charge (except the 
minimum charge) for any month as computed on the above rates will be 
decreased or increased, respectively, by 0.1 percent for each 1 percent that the 
average power factor of customer’s load in that month is greater or less than 
85 percent, such average power factor to be computed (to the nearest whole 
percent) from the ratio of lagging kilovolt-ampere-hours to kilowatt-hours con- 
sumed in the month, provided, however, that no power factor correction will be 
madeé for any month when customer’s maximum demand was less than 10 per- 
cent of the highest such demand in the preceding eleven months. Laboratory 
shall conduct its operations so that the power factor at time of its peak loads 
each day shall not be less than 97 percent. 

6. Acceleration and deceleration of load: The use and operation of the Labora- 
tory’s electric apparatus shall be so controlled that the load delivered hereunder 
shall neither increase at a rate in excess of 12,000 kw. per minute nor decrease 
(except for interruptions caused by operation of relays) at a rate in excess 
of 18,000 kw. per minute nor shall any load increase cause a maximum in-rush 
or kilovolt-amperes in excess of 20,000 kilovolt-amperes at a power factor of 
77 percent. Load changes in excess of the above limits may, from time to 
time, be permitted provided approval is first obtained from Company’s System 
Dispatcher for each such change, and the time and maximum rate of change 
is specified and agreed upon. 

7. Relay facilities: The Laboratory shall install, at its expense, relay facili- 
ties satisfactory to the Company to interrupt power in the event of a reduc- 
tion of frequency on the Company’s system. 
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Exursit B 
Operating conditions 


Estimated as of January 1956, when testing is completed and new facilities 
are in regular operation. 


Demands: 
Firm 
Nonfirm 


Energy consumption : 
From Bureau of Reclamation 
From P. G. & E 


I i nepali 


Power factor : 97 percent. 
Billing computations 


I. UNDER JOINT CONTRACTUAL ARRANGEMENT 


A. Charge for firm power (Bureau of Reclamation) : 
Demand charge: 50,000 kw. at $0.75 
Energy charge: 
6,500,000 kwh. at $0.004 


Primary voltage discount (5 percent) 
Total for firm power 


B. Charge for nonfirm power (P. G. & E.) : 
Demand charge: Excess on-peak, 125,000 kw. at $0.65 81, 250. 00 
Energy charge: 11,000,000 kwh. at $0.00576 63, 360. 00 
144, 610. 00 
1, 735. 00 


Total for nonfirm power 142, 875. 00 
Total billing 227, 425. 00 


II. UNDER BUREAU OF RECLAMATION CONTRACTS PRIOR TO CANCELLATION OF NONFIBM 
POWER 


Contract rates of delivery (assuming Bureau’s Folsom and Nimbus power 
plants are in operation by Jan. 1, 1956) : 
Firm power: 50,000 kw. 
Nonfirm power: 125,000 kw. 
A. Charge for firm power: 
Demand charges: 50,000 kw. at $0.75 
Energy charge (50,000 X365—18,250,000) : 
6,500,000 kwh. at $0.004_.......__.-_...___- § 26, 000. 00 
6,500,000 kwh. at $0.008 19, 500. 00 
5,250,000 kwh at $0.002 10, 500. 00 
wa ne 56, 000. 00 


93, 500. 00 
Primary voltage discount (5 percent) 4, 675. 00 


Total for firm power 88, 825. 00 
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Billing computations—Continued 


B. Charge for nonfirm power: 


Demand charge: 125,000 kw. at $0.25 1.05____-----_----- $32, 812. 50 
Energy charge (27,000,000—18,250,000=8,750,000 kwh.) : 

8,750,000 kwh. at $0.008X1.05.....--------.-..--..-.- 27, 562. 50 

60, 375. 00 

Primary voltage discount (5 percent) -.---..-----------------. 3, 018. 75 

Wotal Lor MORAN DOW raisins scacnsion temintniinnmmnennne 57, 356. 25 

Total billing before wheeling__............------~--....5. 146, 181. 25 

Transmission charge: 

Se a I enennceneinnaiincneyieneinenpiitiigetaniien $43, 750. 00 
E0s O00L. per BHR BR ivndccnstnhonncoundnnequs 18, 250. 00 

— 25, 500. 00 

NE: Te cian aecdveninnctiin, «tied maiins tee adial eascee 171, 681. 25 

Exuisir C 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Amendment No, 1 to Contract No. 14-06—200—-1117 


Amendment to memorandum of agreement for electric service to Ames Aero- 
nautical Laboratory, Moffett Field, California, of the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics 


This memorandum of amendatory agreement, made as of the 29th day of 
April 1954, in pursuance of the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 
388), and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, and particularly 
pursuant to the Act of Congress approved August 26, 1987 (50 Stat. 844, 850), 
as amended, and the Act of Congress approved August 4, 19389 (53 Stat. 1187), 
between the Bureau of Reclamation, hereinafter called Reclamation, represented 
by the officer executing this agreement, his duly appointed successor or his duly 
authorized representative, hereinafter called the Contracting Officer, and the 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, hereinafter called the Contractor, 
represented by the officer executing this agreement, his duly appointed successor, 
or his duly authorized representative, 

Witnesseth : 

Whereas the parties entered into a memorandum of agreement dated July 30, 
1953, Contract No. 14-06-—200-1117 (the Existing Agreement), pursuant to which 
Reclamation furnishes to the Contractor firm and nondependable power; and 

Whereas the parties desire to change the contract rates of delivery of such 
power for a temporary period ; 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual promises herein set forth, the 
parties agree as follows: 

1. During the period commencing 12: 01 a. m., May 1, 1954, and ending at 12: 01 
a.m., July 1, 1954, the contract rates of delivery of firm power and nondependable 
power under the Existing Agreement shall be 25,000 kilowatts and 25,000 kilo- 
watts, respectively. 

2. In all other respects the Existing Agreement shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

3. No Member or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this agreement or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to his agreement 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 
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In witness whereof, the parties have caused this amendatory agreement to be 
executed as of the day and year first above written. 
THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
By /s/ C. H. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, Sacramento, Calif. 
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FOR AERONAUTICS, 
By /s/ E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Contracting Officer, Washington, D.C. 
Approved as to legal form and sufficiency : 
/s/ E.K. Davis, Attorney. 


UnitTep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Contract No. 14-06-200-1117 


Memorandum of agreement for electric service to Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, 
Moffett Field, California, of the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 


1. This Agreement, made this 30th day of July 1953, in pursuance of the Act 
of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto, and particularly pursuant to the Act of Congress ap- 
proved August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 844, 850), as amended, and the Act of Congress 
approved August 4, 1989 (53 Stat. 1187), between the Bureau of Reclamation, 
hereinafter called Reclamation, represented by the officer executing this agree- 
ment, his duly appointed successor or his duly authorized representative, here- 
inafter called the contracting officer, and the National Advisory Committee for 
Aeronautics, hereinafter called the Contractor, represented by the officer execut- 
ing this agreement, his duly appointed successor, or his duly authorized repre- 
sentative ; 

Witnesseth : 

Whereas the Contractor is an agency of the United States Government engaged 
in important national defense research ; and 

Whereas due to the special nature of the Contractor’s equipment operation, 
power is used at an extremely low load factor; and 

Whereas the operation of the Contractor’s equipment can be scheduled so that 
its maximum demands will occur during the hours between 10 p. m. and 7 a. m. 
of the following day and all hours of Sundays and holidays, and operations dur- 
ing all other hours can be controlled and scheduled, when necessary, to conform 
to limits of availability of water, water release requirements for purposes other 
than power generetion, and failures of equipment ; and 

Whereas such scheduling will eliminate the necessity of installing additional 
generating capacity especially for the supply of the Contractor’s load; 

2. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties hereto agree as follows: 


ELECTRIC SERVICE TO BE FURNISHED 


8. (a) Reclamation, under the terms and conditions stipulated herein, will 
furnish electric service to the Contractor for use only at its Ames Aeronautical 
Laboratory, Moffet Field, California, from and after the date of initial service, 
as hereinafter defined, at the point at which the 110,000 volt circuit of the Con- 
tractor is attached to the 110,000-volt circuit of Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
at or near Moffett Field, California. Said electric service will be furnished over 
facilities of Pacific Gas and Electric Company under the terms and conditions 
provided in Contract No. 175r—2650 between the United States and Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (copies of which are on file in the Regional Office of the Bureau 
of Reclamation at Sacramento, California), or under said contract, as it may be 
amended or extended from time to time, or under the terms and conditions of 
any contract that may supersede or succeed said contract: Provided, That inas- 
much as the electric service hereunder is to be supplied over facilities not owned 
by the United States, the obligation of Reclamation to furnish electrie service 
hereunder shall at all times be subject to and contingent upon the existence of 
a transmission service contract granting Reclamation the right to use such 
facilities not owned by the United States as are necessary to the rendering of 
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electric service hereunder: Provided, further, That, after the expiration of the 
Contractor’s obligation to utilize facilities of the Pacific Gas and Electric Com- 
pany in receiving Service, as set out in NACA Contract NAw-—5218 with the 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company or after July 1, 1959, whichever is earlier, at 
the option of Reclamation, the electric service hereunder will be furnished over 
facilities of the United States if and when such method of furnishing said service 
is deemed desirable. 

(b) The electric power involved hereunder shall be of two classifications as 
follows: Firm power and nondependable power. Firm power is that power which 
will be available to the Contractor at all times to meet its firm load requirements. 
Nondependable power is that additional power made available to the Contractor 
by prior arrangements with the contracting officer. Firm power will be fur- 
nished at any time hereunder in amounts which the Contractor may require up 
to a maximum rate of delivery equal to the contract rate of delivery for firm 
power then in effect. Nondependable power will be furnished up to a maximum 
rate of delivery of an additional amount equal to the contract rate of delivery 
for nondependable power then in effect. 


Contract rates of delivery of power 


Effective date | Firm power | Nondepend- 
| | able power 


kw. kw. 
Date of initial service _.................--... dtbnadon ib docGidih seb d~~ lee 15, 000 35, 000 
kl ai a a aa a 15, 000 85, 000 
GUE Bp Bn asc newcshckitigeciiananagsdndnaks sathueneats aide wbeesiaeaeead 50, 000 125, 000 
Sele ty MUN dk di ctincbdcbediowdiweket ll. Lio dels ee LOBES Sk 50, 000 210, 000 





It is the understanding of the parties hereto that the increases in the rates of 
delivery for firm power and nondependable power effective July 1, 1955, and Jan- 
uary 1, 1957, are dependent upon the placing in commercial operation of the Bu- 
reau’s Folsom and Nimbus powerplants. Commercial operation as herein speci- 
fied shall mean the ability of the Folsom and Nimbus powerplants either directly 
or indirectly to add not less than 100,000 kilowatts to the otherwise dependable 
capability of the Central Valley project power system. 

The Contractor, by written notice given to the contracting officer not less than 
six months prior to the effective date of the changes, may decrease the contract 
rate of delivery for nondependable power to any lesser amounts than those shown 
above. Subsequent to any reduction in the rate of delivery for nondependable 
power, as above provided, and upon not less than six months’ written notice 
given by the Contractor to the contracting officer, the Contractor, if additional 
nondependable power is available as conclusively determined by the contracting 
officer, may increase the contract rate of delivery for nondependable power to 
any amounts not exceeding those shown above. 

The Contractor shall have priority over nonpreference customers in the de- 
livery of nondependable power which shall be made available within the limits 
of the water available for release from Reclamation reservoirs, water release re- 
quirements, and safe operation of Reclamation facilities, all as conclusively deter- 
mined by the contracting officer. All power will be delivered to the Contractor 
at Moffett Field, California, and measured at a nominal voltage of 110,000 volts 
at Moffett Field, California. Within the physical limits of facilities provided by 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company and the operation thereof, the voltage at the 
point of delivery will be maintained within plus or minus 8 percent of the nomi- 
nal value, including no-load variations and drop due to load up to the maximum 
contract limit, except in emergency conditions such as during equipment failure 
or line outages; provided the specified limits of voltage variation will apply for 
a load power factor of 97 percent lagging. 

(ec) During the term of this contract, and subject to the conditions of section 
(b) of this article, for each kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery for nonde- 
pendable power then in effect the contracting officer shall have available for de- 
livery to the Contractor and the Contractor may receive during any month energy 
in not less than the amount shown below: Provided, That, the amount of nonde- 
pendable energy available to the contractor in any month subsequent to January 
1, 1957, shall not exceed the amount of such energy available in the comparable 
month in the period from July 1, 1955, to January 1, 1957. 


we 
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Kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of nondependable power 


January 
February 


The Contracting Officer shall allow the Contractor to take the energy to which 
it is entitled in each month under this section at the contract rates of delivery 
specified, as the Contractor’s needs may require, and within the limits of actual 
generating capabilities as limited by head of water. In case of failure of Reclama- 
tion’s equipment the rate of delivery of nondependable power to the Contractor 
shall not be curtailed more than to the proportional extent that other preference 
customers drawing nondependable power are curtailed. 

(d) Anything to the contrary in this agreement notwithstanding when the 
electric service under this contract is furnished by the United States over the 
facilities of Pacitie Gas and Electric Company, the electric power will be fur- 
nished at the voltages available and under the conditions which exist from time 
to time on the transmission system of Pacific Gas and Electric Company. Recla- 
mation will endeavor to inform the Contractor from time to time of any changes 
contemplated on such system but the costs of any changes made necessary in the 
Contractor’s system because of changes or conditions on the system of Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company shall not be a charge against or a liability of Reclamation: 
Provided, That if the Contractor, because of changes or conditions on the system 
of Pacific Gas and Electric Company is subjected to the necessity of making 
changes on its system at its own expense in order to continue receiving service 
hereunder, then the Contractor may terminate this agreement on not less than 
sixty (60) days’ written notice given to Reclamation at any time prior to the 
making of said changes on its system, but not thereafter: Provided further, That 
if the electric service requirements of the Contractor, to the extent that Reclama- 
tion is obligated or determines that it can become obligated to furnish such re- 
quirements, are not being met or Reclamation advises the Contractor cannot be 
met because of an insufficiency of capacity available to Reclamation under the 
transmission service contract, then the Contractor may terminate this agreement 
on not less than sixty (60) days’ written notice given to Reclamation at any time 
prior to the time that Reclamation advises the Contractor that the needed capacity 
is available but not thereafter. 


SCHEDULE OF RATES 


4. (a) The Contractor shall pay for the electric service furnished hereunder in 
accordance with monthly rates, charges, and conditions as follows: 
For Firm Electric Service 

Monthly Rates: 

Capacity Charge: $0.75 per kilowatt of firm billing demand. 

Energy Charge: First 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of firm billing 
demand at 4 mills per kilowatt-hour. Next 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 
of firm billing demand at 8 mills per kilowatt-hour. All over 260 kilowatt- 
hours per kilowatt of firm billing demand at 2 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


For Nondependable Electric Service 


Monthly Rates: 

Capacity Charge: $0.25 per kilowatt of nondependable billing demand. 
Iinergy Charge: 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Annual Minimum Bill: Commencing July 1, 1953, or on the date of resumed 
operations of the Ames Laboratory 16-Foot Tunnel now undergoing major 
alterations, whichever date is later, $9.00 per kilowatt of the highest 30-minute 
integrated demand measured during any month of a fiscal year (July 1—June 30) 
between the hours of 7:00 a. m. and 10:00 p. m. of any day: Provided, That 
demands registered on Sundays, New Year’s Day, Washington’s Birthday, Decora- 
tion Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Armistice Day, Thanksgiving Day, 
and Christmas Day, shall not be considered: Provided further, That any billing 
period during which the Contractor’s operation is restricted by limitations helow 
the energy availability specified in Article 3 (c), shall be eliminated from consid- 
eration in computing the above minimum charge: Provided further, That the 
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annual minimum charge shall not in any event be less than $12.00 per kilowatt 
of the contract rate of delivery for firm power. 

Billing Demands: The firm billing demand will be the metered demand but not 
more than the contract rate of delivery for firm power. The nondependable bill- 
ing demand will be the metered demand during the month which is in excess of 
the contract rate of delivery for firm power, increased by 5 percent to compen- 
sate for transmission losses: Provided, That in no event shall it be less than 
the contract rate of delivery for nondependable power nor more than 1.05 times 
the contract rate of delivery for such nondependable power. 

Metered Demand: The metered demand will be the highest 30-minute inte- 
grated demand in kilowatts measured during the month. 

Adjustments: 

For character and conditions of service: If delivery is made at transmis- 
Sion voltage so that Reclamation is relieved of substation costs, 5 percent 
discount will be allowed on the demand and energy charges. 

For transformer losses: If delivery is made at transmission voltage but 
metered at the low-voltage side of customer’s substation, the meter readings 
will be increased 2 percent to compensate for transformer losses, 

For power factor: None. The customer will normally be required to 
maintain power factor at the point of delivery of not less than 90 percent 
lagging. 5 

For violent load fluctuation: In lieu of the highest 30-minute integrated 
demand the highest corresponding 5-minute integrated demand may be used, 
in the discretion of the contracting officer, in the event of violent fluctuation 
of the Contractor’s load, 

For transmission losses: As provided in (b) of this article. 

(b) The Contractor, in addition to the charges payable for power under Sec- 
tion (a) of this Article, shall pay all costs, other than associated transmission 
losses, in excess of one mill per kilowatt-hour which are incurred by Reclamation 
for use of facilities of Pacific Gas and Electric Company in supplying firm 
power and energy hereunder. Also, the Contractor shall pay all wheeling costs 
including all transmission losses, so incurred by Reclamation in supplying non- 
dependable power and energy hereunder. When Reclamation so utilizes facili- 
ties of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, the Contractor shall be entitled to 
the five percent (5 percent) discount for character and conditions of service 
provided for in (a) of this Article. For the purpose of determining the charges 
and transmission losses to be paid and assumed by the Contractor under this 
Article 4, the kilowatt-hours associated with firm power and nondependable 
power shall be as follows: 

(1) Firm energy shall be the total kilowatt-hours consumed during the 
billing month but not to exceed the product of the contract rate of delivery 
for firm power and three hundred sixty-five (365). Provided, That the 
factor of 365 may be adjusted on the basis of operating experience as 
mutually agreed upon between the contracting officer and the Contractor 
but not oftener than once a year. 

(2) If the metered energy delivered during the month exceeds the firm 
energy as determined in (1) above, the amount of such excess shall be 
considered nondependable energy. For billing purposes said nondependable 
energy shall be increased by 5 percent to compensate for transmission losses. 

If increases in the rate of charge for such transmission costs and transmis- 
sion losses are made during the term of this agreement, or Reclamation notifies 
the Contractor that an increase will be made, the Contractor at any time not 
later than sixty (60) days after the effective date of any such increase, but not 
thereafter, may terminate this agreement by written notice to Reclamation, said 
termination to be effective as of such date as the Contractor shall therein 
designate. 


LOAD ACCELERATION, DECELERATION, AND POWER SURGE 


5. The Contractor shall so control the use and operation of its electrical 
apparatus that the power load delivered by Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
shall neither increase at a rate in excess of 12,000 kilowatts per minute nor 
decrease at a rate in excess of 18,000 kilowatts per minute, nor shall any load 
increase cause a maximum inrush of kilovolt amperes in excess of 20,000 kilovolt 
amperes at a power factor of 77 percent. Load changes in excess of the above 
limits may, from time to time, be permitted provided approval is first obtained 
from Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Dispatcher for each such change and 
the time and maximum rate of change is specified and agreed to. 


sav 


weit re 


Ger wr. 


es ~~ ct SO 


P®a2aeeoTiTaesrre 


AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 211 


RECIPROCAL LICENSES 


6. Each party hereto does hereby grant to the other party a license to construct, 
install, operate, maintain, replace, or repair, either or all, upon property of the 
granting party, such facilities as are necessary or desirable for the purposes of 
this agreement. Said license shall remain in effect during the term of this agree- 
ment and shall expire coincidently therewith. Facilities installed pursuant hereto 
shall be and. remain the property of the installing party, notwithstanding that 
they may have been affixed to the premises, and the installing party shall have a 
reasonable time after expiration of this license in which to remove its facilities 
so installed. Installations of facilities pursuant hereto shall be made in accord- 
ance with recognized standards of safety and in such manner that they will not 
interfere with operations of the granting party. Reclamation shall comply with 
such security regulations as the Contractor may put into effect from time to time, 
with respect to all employees of, or persons authorized by Reclamation to enter 
upon the area under cognizance of the Contractor in performance of any or all 
functions contemplated herein. 


TERM OF AGREEMENT 


7. (a) This agreement shall become effective upon the date of its execution 
and, subject to prior termination as otherwise herein provided for, shall remain 
in effect until midnight of June 30, 1957, and thereafter unless terminated on 
June 30, 1957, or on June 30 of any subsequent fiscal year by written notice given 
to either party to the contract 30 days in advance thereof, provided that this 
contract shall not extend beyond June 30, 1973. 

(b) The date of initial service hereunder is defined as the date upon which 
Reclamation is ready to furnish electric service to the Contractor: Provided, 
That Reclamation shall have given written notice to the Contractor ten days in 
advance of such date. 

(c) Inasmuch as the electric service hereunder is to be furnished by Reclama- 
tion subject and pursuant to a transmission service contract, if for any reason 
Reclamation is unable to initiate said electric service thereunder before April 
1, 1953, then from and after that date and until said electric service is so initi- 


ated, but not thereafter, either party hereto may terminate this agreement by 
written notice, effective immediately. 


GENERAL POWER CONTRACT PROVISIONS 


8. The General Power Contract Provisions attached hereto are hereby made 
a part of this agreement the same as if they had been expressly set forth herein, 
except that (1) where.the term “United States” is used the term “Reclamation” 
shall be substituted, (2) Article H shall be inoperative, and (3) Article “U” is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“U, Contingent upon appropriations: Where the operations of this contract 
extend beyond the current fiscal year, the contract is made contingent upon Con- 
gress making the necessary appropriation for expenditures hereunder after such 
current year shall have expired. Incase such appropriation as may be necessary 
for either party to carry out this contract is not made, such party is hereby 
released from all liability to the other party due to the failure of Congress to 
make such appropriation.” 

In witness whereof the parties have caused this agreement to be executed the 
day and year first above written. 

THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
By /s/ C. H. Spencer, 
Supervising Engineer, Sacramento, California. 
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FOR AERONAUTICS, 
By /s/ E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Contracting Officer, Washington, D. C. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 15, 1953. 
Mr. E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Executive Officer, National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAMBERLIN: This will recapitulate the understanding reached 
between yourself and Mr. Cushman on behalf of the National Advisory Commit- 
tee for Aeronautics and Messrs. McPhail, Taliaferro, Baker, and Craddock on 
behalf of the Bureau of Reclamation with reference to the intent of the parties 
under the December 10, 1952, draft of memorandum of agreement for electric 
service to Ames Aeronautical Laboratory as to which there has been some dif- 
ference of opinion between our respective field staffs, who have not had the 
benefit of previous discussions held in Washington on the subject. 

It was recognized by the conferees that the increasing of the contract rate of 
delivery for firm power and nondependable power on and after July 1, 1955, was 
dependent upon the placing in commercial operation of the Bureau’s Folsom and 
Nimbus powerplants and it was agreed that this intent should be expressly stated 
by adding after the tabulation in article 8 (b) of the proposed memorandum 
agreement the following language: 

“It is the understanding of the parties hereto that the increases in the rates 
of delivery for firm power and nondependable power effective July 1, 1955, and 
July 1, 1957, are dependent upon the placing in commercial operation of the Bu- 
reau’s Folsom and Nimbus powerplants.” 

The conferees also recognized that an apparent misunderstanding exists in the 
field, as evidenced by the letter of January 7, 1953, from the Bureau's regional 
director at Sacramento, Calif., to Mr. Arthur B. Freeman, administrative man- 
agement officer, Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, Moffett Field, Calif., on the 
intent of the parties with reference to the furnishing of nondependable power 
and energy. 

It was agreed that it is the intent of the parties to the memorandum agreement 
that every endeavor is to be made by the Bureau to meet the needs of the con- 
tractor for nondependable power and energy as set forth therein and that the 
contractor being a preference customer is to have priority over nonpreference 
customers in the delivery of nondependable power and energy. It was agreed 
also to be the intent that the furnishing of such nondependable power and energy 
is to be dependent upon a determination by the contracting officer of its avail- 
ability, which determination is to be conclusive and to be based upon water 
availability, release requirements, and safe operation of facilities, and that it 
is at all times to be made available only after prior arrangements therefor with 
the contracting officer. 

This letter is being sent to you in duplicate. If you concur in the foregoing 
statement of the understanding reached, please approve one copy on behalf of 
the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics in the space provided below 
and return to this office for our files. 

Sincerely yours, 
MicHart W. Srravus, Commissioner. 

Approved: 


BE. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
> ee 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


GENERAL POWER CONTRACT PROVISIONS 


Effective June 10, 1952 


A. Characteristics of Power and Energy 


Hlectric energy supplied hereunder will be three-phase, alternating current, at 
a nominal frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second. 


B. Deliwery of Hnergy in Hacess of Contract Obligation 


The Contractor may from time to time, in the absence of objection by the con- 
tracting officer, use energy at rates greater than the contract rate of delivery in 
effect for each type of service provided for in this contract, but such greater use 
shall not be deemed to establish in the Contractor any right thereto and the Con- 
tractor shall cease any such greater use whenever and for the periods of time 
requested by the contracting officer. 
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C. Continuity of Electric Service to be Furnished 


The electric service, unless otherwise specified, will be furnished continuously 
except (1) for interruptions or reductions due to uncontrollable forces, as defined 
herein; (2) for interruptions or reductions due to operation of devices installed 
for power system protection ; and (8) for temporary interruptions or reductions, 
which, in the opinion of the contracting officer, are necessary or desirable for the 
purposes of maintenance, repairs, replacements, installation of equipment, or in- 
vestigation and inspection. The United States, except in case of emergency as 
determined by the contracting officer, will give the Contractor reasonable advance 
notice of such temporary interruptions or reductions and will remove the cause 
thereof with diligence. 


D. Multiple Points of Delivery 


When electric service is furnished at two or more points of delivery under the 
same schedule of rates, said schedule of rates shall apply separately to the service 
supplied at each point of delivery. 


E. Uncontrollable Forces 


Neither party shall be considered to be in default in respect to any obligation 
hereunder, if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason of uncontrollable 
forces, the term uncontrollable forces being deemed for the purpose of this con- 
tract to mean any cause beyond the control of the party affected, including, but 
not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, earthquake, storm, fire, lightning, 
epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, labor disturbance, sabotage, and restraint 
by court or public authority, which by exercise of due diligence and foresight 
such party could not reasonably have been expected to avoid. Bither party 
rendered unable to fulfill any obligation by reason of uncontrollable forces shall 
exercise due diligence to remove such inability with all reasonable dispatch. 


F. Modification of Rates 


The rate schedule specified in this contract shall be subject to successive modi- 
fication by the United States through the promulgation of superseding rate 
schedules. If at any time the United States promulgates a rate schedule super- 
seding the rate schedule then in effect under this contract, it will promptly notify 
the Contractor thereof. Said superseding rate schedule, as of its effective date, 
shall become effective as to this contract unless the Contractor, by notice in 
writing given to the contracting officer within sixty (60) days after notice to it 
by the United States of promulgation of said superseding rate schedule, shall 
elect to terminate this contract effective as of such date not more than three (3) 
years subsequent thereto as the Contractor shall therein specify. In the event 
of such termination, said superseding rate schedule shall not be effective during 
the period of the remaining unexpired term of this contract or during a period 
of two years from the date of notice to the Contractor of the promulgation of said 
superseding rate schedule, whichever period is the shorter. 


G. Billings and Payments 


The United States will submit bills to the Contractor on or before the tenth 
day of each month for electric service furnished during the preceding month, 
and payments will be due and payable by the Contractor on the first day of the 
month immediately succeeding the date each bill is submitted. 


H. Nonpayment of Bilis 


If the Contractor fails to pay any bill when due an interest charge of one 
percent (1%) of the amount unpaid shall be added thereto as liquidated dam- 
ages, and thereafter, as further liquidated damages, an additional interest 
charge of one-half of one percent (44%) of the principal sum unpaid shall be 
added on the first day of each succeeding calendar month until the amount due, 
including interest, is paid in full. The United States shall have the right upon 
not less than fifteen (15) days’ advance written notice to discontinue furnish- 
ing electric service to the Contractor for nonpayment of bills and to refuse to 
resume same so long as any part of the amount due remains unpaid. Such a 
discontinuance of electric service will not relieve the Contractor of liability for 
the minimum charge during the time electric service is so discontinued. The 
rights given herein to the United States shall be in addition to all other remedies 
available to the United States either at law or in equity, for the breach of any 
of the provisions hereof. 
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I. Adjustments for Fractional Billing Period 


(a) For a fractional part of a billing period at the beginning or end of service, 
and for fractional periods due to withdrawals of service, the demand charge, the 
kilowatt-hour blocks of the energy charge, and the minimum bill shall each be 
proportionately adjusted in the ratio that the number of hours that electric 
service is furnished to the Contractor in such fractional billing period bears to 
the total number of hours in the billing period involved. 

(b) Whenever irrigation and/or drainage pumping service is supplied under 
this contract, adjustments in the demand charge and in the kilowatt-hour blocks 
of the energy charge as applicable, and in the minimum charge of the rate 
schedule under which service is supplied, shall be made for the fractional part 
of the billing period at the beginning and end of pumping service in each year 
in like manner as is provided for in section (a) of this article. If pumping 
service is supplied in conjunction with service for other purposes and is not 
metered separately, the billing demand for pumping service shall be considered 
to be the difference between the highest 30-minute integrated demand measured 
during the billing period and the contract rate of delivery for firm power. 


J. Adjustments for Interruptions to Service 


Should the delivery of electric energy be interrupted or curtailed because of 
conditions on the power system of the United States, which system for purpose 
of adjustments hereunder shall include transmission facilities utilized but not 
owned by the United States, below the contract rate of delivery for the affected 
type of service provided for in this contract or below the rate of delivery re- 
quired by the Contractor at the time of such reduction, whichever is the lesser, 
for a period or periods of one (1) hour or longer in duration each, the total 
number of hours of curtailed service in any billing period shall be determined 
by adding the sum of the number of hours of interrupted service to the product 
of the number of hours of reduced service multiplied by the percentage of said 
reduction below said contract rate of delivery or below the rate of delivery 
required by the Contractor at the time of such reduction, whichever is the lesser. 
The demand charge, the Kilowatt-hour blocks of the energy charge, and thr: 
minimum bill shall each be proportionately adjusted in the ratio that the tots! 
number of hours of such curtailed service as herein determined bears to the 
total number of hours in the billing period involved. The Contractor shall 
make written claim, within thirty (30) days after receiving the monthly bill, 
for adjustment on account of any curtailment to service, for a period or periods of 
one (1) hour or longer in duration each, alleged to have occurred and which is not 
reflected in such bill. Failure to make such written claim, within said thirty 
(30) day period, shall constitute a waiver thereof. All curtailments to service, 
for any reason whatsoever, which are due to conditions on the power system 
of the United States, shall be subject to the provisions of this article and the 
Contractor shall be limited in its remedy to the relief granted by this article. 
K. Measurement of Electric Power and Energy 

The total electric power and energy delivered to the Contractor will be meas- 
ured by metering equipment to be furnished and maintained by the United 
States. The meter or meters shall be sealed and the seals shall be broken 
only upon occasions when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted, 
and representatives of the Contractor shall be afforded reasonable opportunity 
to be present upon such occasions. The meter or meters shall be tested at least 
once each year by the United States and at any reasonable time upon request 
therefor by either party. Any metering equipment found to be defective or inac- 
curate shall be repaired and readjusted or replaced. Should any meter fail to 
register the electric power and energy delivered during such period of failure to 
register shall, for billing purposes, be estimated by the contracting officer from 
the best information available. 


L. Corrections for Inaccurate Meters 


If any of the meter tests provided for herein discloses that the error of any 
meter or meters exceeds two percent (2%), correction based upon the inac- 
curacy found shall be made of the records of electric service furnished since the 
beginning of the monthly billing period immediately preceding the billing period 
during which the test was made: Provided, That no correction shall be made for 
a longer period than such inaccuracy may be determined by the contracting officer 
to have existed. Any correction in billing resulting from such correction in meter 
records shall be made in the next monthly bill rendered by the United States to 
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the Contractor, and such correction when madé shall constitute full adjustment 
of any claim between the parties hereto arising out of sucn inaccuracy of meters. 


M. Power Factor 


While the Contractor will normally be required to maintain the power factor as 
stated in the rate schedule then in effect under this contract, the Contractor will 
be permitted to operate at a lower power factor when conditions are such, as 
determined by the contracting officer, that a lower power factor will not prevent 
the United States from making full use of its available generating and transmis- 
sion faci.icies. 


N. Cooperation of Contracting Parties 


(a) If, in the maintenance of their respective power systems and/or electrical 
equipment and the utilization thereof for the purposes of this contract, it becomes 
necessary by reason of any emergency or extraordinary condition for either party 
to request the other to furnish personnel, materials, tools, and equipment for the 
accomplishment thereof, the party so requested shall cooperate with the other 
and render such assistance as the party so requested may determine to be avail- 
able. The party making such request, upon receipt of properly itemized bills 
from the other party, shall reimburse the party rendering such assistance for all 
eosts properly and reasonably incurred by it in such performance, including not 
to exceed ten percent (10%) thereof for administrative and general expenses, 
such costs to be determined on the basis of current charges or rates used in its 
own operations by the party rendering assistance. 

(b) No laborer or mechanic, in the employ of the Contractor, doing any part 
of the work contemplated by this article, shall be required or permitted to work 
more than eight hours in any one calendar day upon such work at the site thereof, 
except upon the condition that compensation is paid to‘such laborer or mechanic 
in accordance with the provisions of this article. The wages of every laborer 
and mechanic employed by the Contractor in the performance of any part of the 
work contemplated by this article shall be computed on a basic day rate of eight 
hours per day and work in excess of eight hours per day is permitted only upon the 
condition that every such laborer and mechanic shall be compensated for all hours 
worked in excess of eight hours per day at not less than one and one-half times 
the basic rate of pay. For each violation of the requirements of thi8 article a 
penalty of five dollars shall be imposed upon the Contractor for each laborer or 
mechanie for every calendar day in which such employee is required or permitted 
to labor more than eight hours upon said work without receiving compensation 
computed in accordance with this article, and all penalties thus imposed shall be 
withheld for the use and benefit of the United States : Provided, That this stipula- 
tion shall be subject in all respects to the exceptions and provisions of U. 8S. Code, 
title 40, sections 321, 324, 325, 325a, and 326 relating to hours of labor and to 
compensation for overtime. 


O. Provisions Relative to Employment 


(a) The Contractor shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant 
for employment because of race, creed, color, or national origin, and shall require 
an identical provision to be included in all subcontracts: Provided, however, That 
this clause does not refer to, extend to, or cover the business or activities of the 
Contractor which are not related to or involved in the performance of any part 
of the work contemplated by this contract. 

(b) In the performance of any part of the work contemplated by this contract, 
the Contractor shall not employ any person undergoing sentence of imprisonment 
at hard labor. 


P. Transfer of Interest in Contract by Contractor 

No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the Contractor here- 
under shall be made without the written approval of the Secretary of the In- 
terior: Provided, That if the Contractor operates a project financed in whole or 
in part by the Rural Electrification Administration, the Contractor may transfer 
or assign its interest in the contract to the Rural Electrification Administration 
or any other department or agency of the Federal Government without such writ- 
ten approval: Provided further, That any successor to or assignee of the rights 
of the Contractor, whether by voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, 
or otherwise, shall be subject to all the provisions and conditions of this contract 
to the same extent as though such suecessor or assignee were the original Con- 
tractor hereunder: And provided further, That the execution of a mortgage or 
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trust deed, or judicialor foreclosure sales made thereunder, shall not be deemed 
voluntary transfers within the meaning of this article. 


Q. Assignment of Industrial Contract by the United States 


When the Contractor hereunder is denominated an industrial customer, the 
United States may transfer and assign this contract at any time without the 
consent of the Contractor to any public body or cooperative engaged in the 
business of distributing electric power and energy purchased at wholesale from 
the United States if such assignee agrees to take over and assume all the rights, 
duties, and obligations of the United States under this contract. Whenever a 
transfer or assignment of this contract is made by the United States to a public 
body or cooperative pursuant hereto, such transfer or assignment shall be and 
constitute a novation and thereafter the United States shall be relieved of all 
liability under said contract and under said assignment and the Contractor shall 
look solely to the assignee for performance of this contract. 


R. Contract Subject to Colorado River Compact 


Where the energy sold hereunder is generated from waters of the Colorado 
River system, this contract is made upon the express condition and with the 
express covenant that all rights hereunder shall be subject to and controlled 
by the Colorado River Compact approved by section 13 (a) of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057), and the parties hereto shall 
observe and be subject to and controlled by said Colorado River Compact in the 
construction, management, and operation of the dams, reservoirs, and powerplants 
from which electrical energy is to be furnished by the United States to the 
Contractor hereunder, and in the storage, diversion, delivery, and use of water 
for the generation of electrical energy to be delivered by the United States te 
the Contractor hereunder. 





8S. Waivers 


Any waiver at any time by either party hereto of its rights with respect to 
a detauit or any other matter arising in connection with this contract shal} 
not be deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or 
matter. 


T. Notices 


Any notice, demand, or request required or authorized by this contract shall 
be deemed properly given if mailed, postage prepaid, to the contracting officer 
at the address shown on the signature page hereof, on behalf of the United 
States, except where otherwise herein specifically provided, and to the officer 
signing for the Contractor at the address shown on the signature page hereof, on 
behalf of the Contractor. The designation of the person to be notified or the 
address of such person may be changed at any time by similar notice. 

U. Contingent Upon Appropriations 

Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal year, 
the contract is made contingent upon Congress making the necessary appro- 
priation for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have expired. 
In case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this contract is 
not made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all liabilitv 
due to the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 


V. Officials Not to Benefit 


No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 


W. Covenant Against Contingent Fees 


The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the 
right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract 
price or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fees. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable 
by contractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide 
established commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for 
the purpose of securing business. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Memorandum of agreement for electric service to Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, 
Moffet Field, California, of the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 


Contract No. 14~-06-200-5080—Effective date, December 1, 1955; initial service: 
January 1, 1956 


This agreement, made as of the first day of December 1955, in pursuance of 
the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto, and particularly pursuant to the Act of Con- 
gress approved August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 844, 850), as amended, and the Act of 
Congress approved August 4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), between the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, hereinafter called Reclamation, represented by the officer executing 
this agreement, his duly appointed successor, or his duly authorized representa- 
tive, hereinafter called the Contracting Officer, and the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics, hereinafter called NACA, represented by the officer 
executing this agreement, his duly appointed successor, or his duly authorized 
representative, 

Witnesseth, that: 

Whereas the parties entered into a Memorandum of Agreement dated July 30, 
1953, Contract No. 14-06—-200-1117, pursuant to which agreement, as amended, 
Reclamation furnishes electrice service to NACA ; and 

Whereas the parties desire to provide for electric service upon terms and con- 
ditions different from those provided in the existing Memorandum of Agreement; 
and 

Whereas NACA desires to purchase from Reclamation a portion of its total 
power and energy requirements and has arranged to purchase additional power 
and energy from the Pacific Gas and Electric Company ; 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 


ELECTRIC SERVICE TO BE FURNISHED 


1. (a) Reclamation, under the terms and conditions stipulated herein, will 
furnish electric service to NACA, from and after the date of initial service as 
hereinafter defined, at the point at which the 110,000-volt circuit of NACA is 
attached to the 110,000-volt circuit of Pacific Gas and Electric Company at or near 
Moffett Field, California. Said electric service will be furnished over facilities 
of Pacific Gas and Electric Company under the terms and conditions provided 
in Contract No. 175r—2650 between the United States and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (copies of which are on file in the Regional Office of the Bureau of 
Reclamation at Sacramento, California), or under said contract, as it may be 
amended or extended from time to time, or under the terms of any contract 
that may supersede or succeed said contract. 

(b) Electric power and energy furnished hereunder will be delivered to 
NACA at a nominal delivery voltage of 110,000 volts and will be measured at or 
near Moffett Field, California, at 110,000 volts. Electric power will be furnished 
in amounts which NACA may require up to the contract rate of delivery for 
firm power then in effect pursuant to this article: Provided, That the energy 
delivered during any month shall not exceed the product of five hundred and 
forty (540) and the billing demand for that month. 

(c) The contract rate of delivery for firm power shall be 50,000 kw. on and 
after January 1, 1956: Provided, That until the date on which, pursuant to appro- 
priate amendment of Contract 175r—3428 between Reclamation and Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company, Project Dependable Capacity becomes not less than 400,000 
kw., Reclamation may, upon fifteen (15) days’ notice to NACA, decrease the con- 
tract rate of delivery for firm power to any amount not less than 15,000 kw.: 
Provided further, That any such decrease shall be made only if, in the sole dis- 
cretion of the Contracting Officer, it is necessary to assure Reclamation that it 
will have available the power and energy required by loads of the United States, 
and customers of the United States under contract prior to May 1, 1955, to be 
supplied from Project Dependable Capacity as determined in accordance with the 
provisions of Contract 175r—3428. After the date on which Project Dependable 
Capacity becomes an amount not less than 400,000 kw. the contract rate of de- 
livery shall be 50,000 kw. 
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(d) Except as specifically provide for herein, nothing in this agreement: shall 
obligate or be construed to obligate Reclamation to increase any contract rate of 


delivery hereunder. 
SCHEDULE OF RATES 


2. (a) NACA shall pay for the electric service furnished hereunder in accord- 
ance with the rates, charges, and conditions set out in Rate Schedule R2-F2 
attached hereto and made a part hereof, except that (1) the billing demand shall 
not exceed the contract rate of delivery then in effect and the billing energy shall 
not exceed the product of five hundred and forty (540) and the billing demand 
for that month; and (2) the Minimum Bill shall be Twelve Dollars ($12.00) per 
fiscal year per kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery. A statement of the mini- 
mum annual charge, if any,.shall be included in the bill rendered for electric 
service for the last billing period of each fiscal year, appropriately adjusted on 
a pro rata basis if the full billing periods for the adjustable items (including in- 
creases or decreases in the contract rate of delivery) in the fiscal year are less 
than twelve (12). Fractional billing periods will not be considered in such 
determination. 

(b) In addition to the charges payable under the rate schedule provided herein, 
NACA shall pay that portion of costs incurred by Reclamation for use of trans- 
mission facilities of the Pacific Gas and Electric Company in providing service 
under this agreement which is in excess of a one-mill per kilowatt-hour trans- 
mission charge and five percent (5%) transmission losses. When Reclamation 
so utilizes facilities of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, NACA shall be entitled 
to the five percent (5%) discount for character and conditions of service provided 
for in Rate Schedule R2-F2. If increases in the rate of charge for transmission 
service, including losses, are made during the term of this agreement, or Reclama- 
tion notifies NACA that an increase will be made, NACA at any time not later 
than sixty (60) days after the effective date of such increase, but not thereafter, 
may terminate this agreement by written notice to Reclamation, said termination 
to be effective as of such subsequent date as NACA shall therein designate. 


AGREEMENT SUPERSEDED 


3. This Memorandum of Agreement shall supersede and cancel the Memo- 
randum of Agreement dated July 30, 1953 (Contract No. 14-06—200-1117) as 
amended and supplemented, upon the date of initial service hereunder. 


TERM OF AGREEMENT 


4. (a) This agreement shall become effective as of the first day of December 
1955 and shall remain in effect until midnight of April 1, 1961. 
(b) The date of initial service hereunder shall be January 1, 1956. 


GENERAL POWER CONTRACT PROVISIONS 


5. The General Power Contract Provisions (effective June 18, 1954, page 2 
dated July 15, 1955, page 3 dated December 3, 1954) attached hereto are hereby 
made a part of this agreement the same as if they had been expressly set forth 
herein, except that: (1) where the term “United States” is used, the term 
“Reclamation” shall be substituted, and where the term “Contractor” is used, 
the term “NACA” shall be substituted, (2) Articles B, D, G, I, P, Y, Z, CC, DD, 
EE, and FF shall be inoperative, and (3) Article “V” is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

“V. Contingent upon Appropriations: Where the operations of this agreement 
extend beyond the current fiscal year, the agreement is made contingent upon 
Congress making the necessary appropriations for expenditures hereunder after 
such current year shall have expired. In case such appropriation as may be 
necessary for either party to carry out this agreement is not made, such party 
is hereby released from all liability to the other party due to the failure of 
Congress to make such appropriation.” 

In witness whereof, the parties have caused this agreement to be executed the 
day and year first above written. 

THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
By /s/ C.H. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, Sacramento, Calif. 
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
FOR AERONAUTICS, 
By /s/ E.H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Contracting Officer, Washington, D. C. 








er 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
GENERAL POWER CONTRACT PROVISIONS 
Effective June 18, 1954 


A, Characteristics of Power and Energy 


Electric energy supplied hereunder will be three-phase, alternating current, at 
a nominal frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second. 


B. Delivery of Energy in Excess of Contract Obligation 


The Contractor may from time to time, in the absence of objection by the con- 
tracting officer, use energy at rates of power delivery greater than the contract 
rate of delivery in effect for each type of service provided for in this contract, 
but such greater use shall not be deemed to establish in the Contractor any right 
thereto and the Contractor shall cease any such greater use whenever and for 
the periods of time requested by the contracting officer. Nothing in this contract 
contained shall obligate or be construed to obligate the United States to increase 
any contract rate of delivery hereunder. If additional power is not available 
from the United States, the responsibility for securing additional power shall rest 
wholly with the Contractor. 


0. Continuity of Blectric Service To Be Furnished 


The electric service, unless otherwise specified, will be furnished continuously 
except (1) for interruptions or reductions due to uncontrollable forces, as defined 
herein; (2) for interruptions or reductions due to operation of devices installed 
for power system protection; and (3) for temporary interruptions or reductions, 
which, in the opinion of the contracting officer, are necessary or desirable for the 
purposes of maintenance, repairs, replacements, installation of equipment, or in- 
vestigation and inspection. The United States, except in case of emergency as 
determined by the contracting officer, will give the Contractor reasonable advance 
notice of such temporary interruptions or reductions and will remove the cause 
thereof with diligence. 


D. Multiple Points of Delivery 


When electric service is furnished at two or more points of delivery under the 
same schedule of rates, said schedule of rates shall apply separately to the serv- 
ice supplied at each point of delivery: Provided, That where the meter readings 
are considered separately and the Contractor’s system may be interconnected 
between points of delivery during emergencies, the meter readings at any point 
of delivery will be adjusted when necessary to compensate for duplication of 
power demand recorded by meters at alternate points of delivery due to emer- 
gency conditions which are beyond the Contractor’s control or temporary condi- 
tions caused by scheduled outages. 


E. Uncontrollable Forces 


Neither party shall be considered to be in default in respect to any obligation 
hereunder, if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason of uncontrol- 
lable forces, the term “uncontrollable forces” being deemed for the purpose of this 
contract to mean any cause beyond the control of the party affected, including, 
but not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, earthquake, storm, lightning, fire, 
epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, labor disturbance, sabotage, and restraint 
by court or public authority, which by exercise of due diligence and foresight 
such party could not reasonably have been expected to avoid. Either party 
rendered unable to fulfill any obligation by reason of uncontrollable forces shall 
exercise due diligence to remove such inability with all reasonable dispatch. 
F’. Modification of Rates 

The rate schedule specified in this contract shall be subject to successive modi- 
fication by the United States through the promulgation of superseding rate 
schedules. If at any time the United States promulgates a rate schedule super- 
seding the rate schedule then in effect under this contract, it will promptly notify 
the Contractor thereof. Said superseding rate schedule, as of its effective date, 
shall become effective as to this contract unless the Contractor, by notice in writ- 
ing, given to the contracting officer within sixty (60) days after notice to ii by the 
United States of promulgation of said superseding rate schedule, shall elect to 
terminate this contract effective as of such date not more than three (3) years 
subsequent thereto as the Contractor shall therein specify. In the event of such 
termination, said superseding rate schedule shall not be effective during the 
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period of the remaining unexpired term of this contract or during a period of two 
years from the date of notice to the Contractor of the promulgation of said 
superseding rate schedule, whichever period is shorter. 


G. Minimum Annual Capacity Charge 

When the rate schedule in effect under this contract provides for a minimum 
annual capacity charge, a statement of the minimum annual capacity charge due, 
if any, shall be included in the bill rendered for electric service for the last billing 
period of each calendar year, appropriately adjusted on a pro rata basis if the 
full billing periods for the adjustable items (including increases or decreases in 
the contract rate of delivery) in the calendar year are less than 12. Fractional 
billing periods will not be considered in such determination. Where multiple 
points of delivery are involved and the contract rate of delivery is stated to be 
a maximum aggregate rate of delivery for all points, in determining the minimum 
annual capacity charge due, if any, the monthly capacity charges at the individual 
points of delivery shall be added together. 


H. Billings and Payments 

The United States will submit bills to the Contractor on or before the tenth 
day of each month for electric service furnished during the preceding month, and 
payments will be due and payable by the Contractor on the first day of the month 
immediately succeeding the date each bill is submitted. 


I. Nonpayment of Bills 


If the Contractor fails to pay any bill when due, an interest charge of one per 
cent (1%) of the amount unpaid shall be added thereto as liquidated damages, 
and thereafter, as further liquidated damages, an additional interest charge of 
one-half of one percent (14%) of the principal sum unpaid shall be added on the 
first day of each succeeding calendar month until the amount due, including inter- 
est, is paid in full. The United States shall have the right upon not less than 
fifteen (15) days’ advance written notice to discontinue furnishing electric 
service to the Contractor for nonpayment of bills and to refuse to resume same 
so long as any part of the amount due remains unpaid. Such a discontinuance 
of electric service will not relieve the Contractor of liability for the minimum 
charge during the time electric service is so discontinued. The rights given 
herein to the United States shall be in addition to all other remedies available 
to the United States, either at law or in equity, for the breach of any of the 
provisions hereof. 

J. Adjustments for Fractional Billing Period 

(a) For a fractional part of a billing period at the beginning or end of service, 
and for fractional periods due to withdrawals of service, the demand or capacity 
charge, the kilowatt-hour blocks of the energy charge, and the minimum charge 
shall each be proportionately adjusted in the ratio that the number of hours that 
electric service is furnished to the Contractor in such fractional billing period 
bears to the total number of hours in the billing period involved. 

(b) Whenever irrigation and/or drainage pumping service is supplied under 
this contract, adjustments in the demand or capacity charge and in the kilowatt- 
hour blocks of the energy charge as applicable, and in the minimum charge of 
the rate schedule under which service is supplied, shall be made for the frac- 
tional part of the billing period at the beginning and end of pumping service in 
each year in like manner as is provided for in section (a) of this article. If 
pumping service is supplied in conjunction with service for other purposes and 
is not metered separately, the billing demand for pumping service shall be 
considered to be the difference between the highest 30-minute integrated demand 
measured during the billing period and the contract rate of delivery for firm 
power. 

K. Adjustments for Interruptions to Service 

Should the delivery of electric energy be interrupted or curtailed because of 
conditions on the power system of the United States, which system for purpose 
of adjustments hereunder shall include transmission facilities utilized but not 
owned by the United States, below the contract rate of delivery for the affected 
type of service provided for in this contract or below the rate of delivery required 
by the Contractor at the time of such reduction, whichever is the lesser, for a 
period or periods of one (1) hour or longer in duration each, the total number of 
hours of curtailed service in any billing period shall be determined by adding 
the sum of the number of hours of interrupted service to the product of the 
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number of hours of reduced service multiplied by the percentage of said reduc- 
tion below said contract rate of delivery or below the rate of delivery required 
by the Contractor at the time of such reduction, whichever is the lesser. The 
demand or capacity charge, the kilowatt-hour blocks of the energy charge, and 
the minimum charge shall each be proportionately adjusted in the ratio that 
the total number of hours of such curtailed service as herein determined bears 
to the total number of hours in the billing period involved. The Contractor 
shall make written claim, within thirty (30) days after receiving the monthly 
bill, for adjustment on account of any curtailment to service, for a period or 
periods of one (1) hour or longer in duration each, alleged to have occurred and 
which is not reflected in such bill. Failure to make such written claim, within 
said thirty (30) day period, shall constitute a waiver thereof. All curtailments 
to service, except those which may be provided for in the Electric Service to be 
Furnished Article, which are due to conditions on the power system of the United 
States, shall be subject to the provisions of this article and the Contractor shall 
be limited in its remedy to the relief granted by this article. 

L. Metering 

(a) The total electric power and energy delivered to the Contractor will be 
measured by metering equipment to be furnished and maintained by the United 
States. The meter or meters shall be sealed and the seals shall be broken only 
upon occasions when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted, and 
representatives of the Contractor shall be afforded reasonable opportunity to be 
present upon such occasions. The metering equipment shall be inspected and/or 
tested at least once each year by the United States and at any reasonable time 
upon request therefor by either party. Any metering equipment found to be 
defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and readjusted or replaced. Should 
any meter fail to register, the electric power and energy delivered during such 
period of failure to register shall, for billing purposes, be estimated by the 
contracting officer from the best information available. 

(b) If any of the inspections and/or tests provided for herein disclose an error 
exceeding two per cent (2%), correction based upon the inaccuracy found 
shall be made of the records of electric service furnished since the beginning of 
the monthly billing period immediately preceding the billing period during which 
the test was made: Provided, That no correction shall be made for a longer 
period than such inaccuracy may be determined by the contracting officer to have 
existed. Any correction in billing resulting from such correction in meter records 
shall be made in the next monthly bill rendered by the United States to the 
Contractor, and such correction when made shall constitute full adjustment of 
any claim between the parties hereto arising out of such inaccuracy of meters. 


M. Resale of Electric Energy 


The Contractor Shall not sell any of the electric energy delivered to it here- 
under to any customer of the Contractor for resale by that customer. 


N. Power Factor 


While the Contractor will normally be required to maintain the power factor 
as stated in the rate schedule then in effect under this contract, the Contractor 
will be permitted to operate a a lower power factor when conditions are such, 
as determined by the contracting officer, that a lower power factor will not 
prevent the United States from making full use of its available generating and 
transmission facilities. 


O. Cooperation of Contracting Parties 


(a) If, in the maintenance of their respective power systems and/or electrical 
equipment and the utilization thereof for the purposes of this contract, it becomes 
necessary by reason of any emergency or extraordinary condition for either 
party to request the other to furnish personnel, materials, tools, and equipment 
for the accomplishment thereof, the party so requested shall cooperate with the 
other and render such assistance as the party so requested may determine to be 
available. The party making such request, upon receipt of properly itemized bills 
from the other party, shall reimburse the party rendering such assistance for all 
costs properly and reasonably incurred by it in such performance, including not 
to exceed ten per cent (10%) thereof for administrative and general expenses, 
such costs to be determined on the basis of current charges or rates used in its own 
operations by the party rendering assistance. 

(b) No laborer or mechanic, in the employ of the Contractor, doing any part of 
the work contemplated by this article, shall be required or permitted to work 
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more than eight hours in any one calendar day upon such work at the site thereof, 
except upon the condition that compensation is paid to such laborer or mechanic 
in accordance with the provisions of this article. The wages of every laborer and 
mechanic employed by the Contractor in the performance of any part of the work 
contemplated by this article shall be computed on a basic day rate of eight hours 
per day and work in excess of eight hours per day is permitted only upon the con- 
dition that every such laborer and mechanic shall be compensated for all hours 
worked in excess of eight hours per day at not less than one and one-half times 
the basic rate of pay. For each violation of the requirements of this article a 
penalty of five dollars shall be imposed upon the Contractor for each laborer or 
mechanic for every calendar day in which such employee is required or permitted 
to labod more than eight hours upon said work without receiving compensation 
computed in accordance with this article, and all penalties thus imposed shall be 
withheld for the use and benefit of the United States: Provided, That this stipula- 
tion shall be subject in all respects to the exceptions and provisions of U. 8S. Code, 
title 40, sections 321, 324, 325, 325a, and 326 relating to hours of labor and to com- 
pensation for overtime. 


P. Provisions Relative to Employment 


(a) In connection with the performance of work under this contract, the Con- 
tractor agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for employ- 
ment because of race, religion, color, or national origin. The aforesaid provision 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demo- 
tion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; 
rates of pay or other forms of compensation ; and selection for training, including 
apprenticeship. The Contractor agrees to post hereafter in conspicuous places, 
available for employees and applicants for employment, notices to be provided by 
the contracting officer setting forth the provisions of the non-discrimination 
clause, 

The Contractor further agrees to insert the foregoing provision in all subcon- 
tracts hereunder, except subcontracts for standard commercial supplies or raw 
materials. 

(b) In the performance of any part of the work contemplated by this contract, 
the Contractor shall not employ any person undergoing sentence of imprisonment 
at hard labor. 


Q. Transfer of Interest in Contract by Contractor 


No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the Contractor here- 
under shall be made without the written approval of the Secretary of the Interior : 
Provided, That if the Contractor operates a project financed in whole or in part 
by the Rural Electrification Administration the Contractor may transfer or assign 
its interest in the contract to the Rural Electrification Administration or any 
other department or agency of the Federal Government without such written ap- 
proval: Provided further, That any successor to or assignee of the rights of the 
Contractor, whether by voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, or 
otherwise, shall be subject to all the provisions and conditions of this contract to 
the same extent as though such successor or assignee were the original Contractor 
hereunder : And, provided further, That the execution of a mortgage or trust deed, 
or judicial or foreclosure sales made thereunder, shall not be deemed voluntary 
transfers within the meaning of this article. 


R. License to the Contractor 

The United States hereby grants the Contractor a license to construct, install, 
operate, maintain, replace, or repair, either or all, upon property of the United 
States under the administrative control and jurisdiction of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation such facilities as in the opinion of the contracting officer are necessary or 
desirable for the purposes of this contract. Said license shall remain in effect 
during the term of this contract and shall expire coincidently therewith. Any 
facilities so installed by the Contractor pursuant hereto shall be and remain the 
property of the Contractor, notwithstanding that the same may have been affixed 
to the premises, and the Contractor shall have a reasonable time after the expira- 
tion of said license in which o remove its facilities so installed. 


S. License to the United States 

The Contractor, upon request from time to time by the contracting officer, will 
grant to the United States a license or licenses to construct, install, operate, main- 
tain, replace, or repair, either or all, upon the property of the Contractor such 
facilities as in the opinion of the Contractor are necessary or desirable for the 
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purposes of this contract. The license or licenses so granted shall be in form 
and of legal sufficiency acceptable to the contracting officer, shall be and remain in 
effect during the term of this contract, and shall expire coincidently therewith. 
Any facilities so installed by the United States pursuant to said license or licenses 
shall be and remain the property of the United States notwithstanding that the 
same may have been affixed to the premises, and the United States shall have a 
reasonable time after the expiration of said license or licenses in which to remove 
its facilities so installed. 


T. Waivers 
Any waiver at any time by either party hereto of its rights with respect to a 


default or any other matter arising in connection with this contract shall not be 
deemed to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or matter. 
U. Notices 

Any notice, demand or request required or authorized by this contract shall be 
deemed properly given if mailed, postage prepaid, to the contracting officer at the 
address shown on the signature page hereof, on behalf of the United States, 
except where otherwise herein specifically provided, and to the officer signing for 
the Contractor at the address shown on the signature page hereof, on behalf of the 
Contractor. The designation of the person to be notified or the address of such 
person may be changed at any time by similar notice. 
V. Contingent Upon Appropriations 

Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal year, 
the contract is made contingent upon Congress making the necessary appropria- 
tion for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have expired. In 
case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this contract is not 
made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all liability due to 
the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 


W. Officials Not to Benefit 


No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
berefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 


X. Covenant Against Contingent Fees 


The Contractor warrants that no person or selling agency has been employed 
or retained to solicit or secure this contract upon an agreement or understanding 
for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bona fide 
employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies maintained 
by the Contractor for the purpose of securing business. For breach or violation 
of this warranty the United States shall have the right to annul this contract 
without liability or in its discretion to deduct from the contract price or con- 
sideration the full amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or con- 
tingent fee. 


Y. Assignment of Industrial Contract by the United States 


When the Contractor hereunder is denominated an industrial customer, the 
United States may transfer and assign this contract at any time without the 
consent of the Contractor to any utility engaged in the business of distributing 
electric power and energy purchased at wholesale from the United States if 
such assignee agrees to take over and assume all the rights, duties, and obliga- 
tions of the United States under this contract. Whenever a transfer or assign- 
ment of this contract is made by the United States to a utility pursuant hereto, 
such transfer or assignment shall be and constitute a novation and thereafter 
the United States shall be relieved of all liability under said contract and under 
said assignment and the Contractor shall look solely to the assignee for perform- 
ance of this contract. 


Z. Contract Subject to Colorado River Compact 


Where the energy sold hereunder is generated from waters of the Colorado 
River system, this contract is made upon the express condition and with the 
express covenant that all rights hereunder shall be subject to and controlled by 
the Colorado River Compact approved by section 13 (a) of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1058), and the parties hereto shall 
observe and be subject to and controlled by said Colorado River Compact in the 
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construction, management, and operation of the dams, reservoirs, and power- 
plants from which electrical energy is to be furnished by the United States to 
the Contractor hereunder, and in the storage, diversion, delivery, and use of 
water for the generation of electrical energy to be delivered by the United States 
to the Contractor hereunder. 

The following provisions are applicable only when the electric service to be 
furnished article provides that service will be furnished over the facilities of 
a third party: 


AA. Ezaistence of Transmission Service Contract 


Inasmuch as the electric service hereunder is to be supplied over facilities not 
owned by the United States, the obligation of the United States to furnish electric 
service hereunder shall at all times be subject to and contingent upon the exist- 
ence of a transmission service contract granting the United States the right to 
use such facilities not owned by it as are necessary to the rendering of electric 
service hereunder: Provided, That, if the United States acquires or constructs 
facilities which would enable it to furnish direct service to the Contractor, the 
United States, at its option, may furnish the electric service hereunder over its 
own facilities. 


BB. Conditions of Transmission Service 


Anything to the contrary in this contract notwithstanding, when the electric 
service under this contract is furnished by the United States over the facilities 
of others by virtue of a transmission service arrangement, the electric power 
and energy will be furnished at the voltage available and under the conditions 
which exist from time to time on the transmission system over which the service 
is supplied. The United States will endeavor to inform the Contractor from 
time to time of any changes contemplated on the system over which the service 
is supplied but the costs of any changes made necessary in the Contractor’s sys- 
tem because of changes or conditions on the system over which the service is 
supplied shall not be a charge against or a liability of the United States: Pro- 
vided, That if the Contractor, because of changes or conditions on the system 
over which service hereunder is supplied, is subjected to the necessity of making 
changes on its system at its own expense in order to continue receiving service 
hereunder, then the Contractor may terminate this contract on not less than 
sixty (60) days’ written notice given to the United States at any time prior to 
the making of said changes on its system, but not thereafter: Provided further, 
That if the electric service requirements of the Contractor, to the extent that the 
United States is obligated or determines that it can become obligated to furnish 
such requirements, are not being met or the United States advises the Contractor 
cannot be met because of an insufficiency of capacity available to the United 
States under its transmission service arrangement in the facilities of others over 
which service hereunder is supplied, then the Contractor may terminate this 
contract on not less than sixty (60) days’ written notice given to the United 
States at any time prior to the time that the United States advises the Contractor 
that the needed capacity is available, but not thereafter. 

The following provisions are applicable only when service is rendered to con- 
tractors under a “schedule of rates for wholesale power service to customers 
baving their own generating facilities.” 


CC. Purchase of System Energy Requirement 


The Contractor agrees that it will, to the extent of the availability of secondary 
energy contracted for hereunder, purchase its system energy requirements in 
lieu of operating its own generating equipment except that this provision shall 
not be construed to prohibit the Contractor’s use of byproduct power and energy. 


DD. Withdrawal of Secondary Energy 


The United States shall have the right, upon not less than 24 hours’ advance 
notice from the contracting officer to the Contractor, to withdraw secondary 
energy by reducing, in whole or in part, the secondary energy rate of delivery 
provided for herein for such period or periods of time as the contracting officer 
deems necessary or advisable. The United States also shall have the right, 
upon not less than 90 days’ advance written notice from the contracting officer 
to the Contractor, to terminate the obligation of the United States hereunder to 
deliver secondary energy. The maximum rate of delivery shall be appropriately 
adjusted to conform to changes under this section in the secondary energy rate 
of delivery as of the effective dates thereof. 
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EE. Contractor’s Capacity 


The Contractor’s capacity as referred to herein is defined to be the sustained 
load carrying ability of the Contractor’s electric generating plants, whether 
owned or leased, at system load factor, less station use, as limited by trans- 
mission and substation facilities. The Contractor’s capacity, insofar as practi- 
cable, will be initially determined by a test jointly conducted by the parties hereto 
immediately prior to initial service hereunder. Thereafter, the Contractor’s 
capacity shall be redetermined from time to time upon the request of the con- 
tracting officer by additional jointly conducted tests to the extent practicable, 
but such tests shall not be required more frequently than once in each 12 months 
unless a permanent changed condition is known to exist. When tests are im- 
practicable, the capacities shall be determined by the contracting officer from the 
best information available. 


FF. Adjustments for Interruptions to Service 


Adjustments for interruption or curtailment of service other than withdrawals 
because of conditions on the power system of the United States, which system 
for purpose of adjustments hereunder shall include transmission facilities utilized 
but not owned by the United States, shall be made in the following manner in 
lieu of the procedure set out in Article K hereof: 


(1) Energy Charge and Monthly Minimum Bill Adjustment—Should the 
delivery of electric energy be interrupted or reduced by below the maximum 
rate of delivery then in effect or below the rate of delivery required by the 
Contractor at the time of such reduction, whichever is the lesser, for a period 
or periods of one (1) hour or longer in duration each, the total number of 
hours of curtailed service in any billing period shall be determined by adding 
the sum of the number of hours of interrupted service to the product of the 
number of hours of reduced service multiplied by the percentage of said 
reduction below said maximum rate of delivery then in effect or below the 
rate of delivery required by the Contractor at the time of such reduction, 
whichever is the lesser. The kilowatt-hour blocks of the energy charge and 
the monthly minimum bill shall each be proportionately adjusted in the ratio 
that the total number of hours of such curtailed service as herein determined 
bears to the total number of hours in the billing period involved. 

(2) Demand or Capacity Charge and Minimum Annual Capacity Charge 
Adjustment—Should the delivery of electric energy be interrupted or re- 
duced below the effective contract rate of delivery for firm power or below 
the rate of delivery required by the Contractor at the time of such reduction, 
whichever is the lesser, for a period or periods of one (1) hour or longer in 
duration each, the total number of hours of curtailed service in any billing 
period shall be determined by adding the sum of the number of hours of 
interrupted service to the product of the number of hours of reduced service 
multiplied by the percentage of said reduction below the effective contract 
rate of delivery for firm power or below the rate of delivery required by the 
Contractor at the time of such reduction, whichever is the lesser. The 
demand or capacity charge and the minimum annual capacity charge shall 
each be proportionately adjusted in the ratio that the total number of hours 
of such curtailed service as herein determined bears to the total number of 
hours in the billing period involved. 

(3) Claim for Reduction—The Contractor shall make written claim, with- 
in thirty (30) days after receiving the monthly bill, for adjustment on 
account of any curtailment to service as specified in subsections (1) and (2) 
of this Article for a period or periods of one (1) hour or longer in duration 
each, alleged to have occurred and which is not reflected in such bill. Failure 
to make such written claim, within said thirty (80) day period, shall con- 
stitute a waiver thereof. All curtailments to service except those provided 
for in the Electric Service to be Furnished Article, which are due to con- 
ditions on the power system of the United States, shall be subject to the 
provisions of this Article and the Contractor shall be limited in its remedy 
therefor to the relief granted by this Article. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, REGION 2, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Schedule R2-F2 (supersedes schedule R2—-F1) 
INTERIM SCHEDULE OF RATES FOR WHOLESALE FIRM POWER SERVICE 


Effective: August 1, 1950. 

Available: In the area served by the Central Valley project. 

Applicable: To wholesale power customers for light and power service sup- 
plied through 1 meter at 1 point of delivery. Not applicable to standby or 
auxiliary service or to the sale of dump energy. 

Character and conditions of service: Alternating current, 60 cycles, 3-phase, 
normally delivered and metered at the low-voltage side of substation. 

Monthly rate: 

Demand charge: $0.75 per kilowatt of billing demand. 

Energy charge: First 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 
4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Next 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 3 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour. 

All over 260 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of billing demand at 2 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 


Minimum bill: $1 per month per kilowatt of the contract rate of delivery. 

Billing demand: The billing demand will be the highest 30-minute integrated 
demand measured during the month. 

Adjustments : 

For character and conditions of service: If delivery is made at trans- 
mission voltage so that the United States is relieved of substation costs, 
5-percent discount will be allowed on the demand and energy charges. 

For transformer losses: If delivery is made at transmission voltage but 
metered at the low-voltage side of customer’s substation, the meter read- 
ings will be increased 2 percent to compensate for transformer losses. 

For power factor: None. The customer will normally be required to 
maintain a power factor at the point of delivery of not less than 90 percent 


lagging. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., January 7, 1958. 
Mr. ARTHUR B. FREEMAN, 
Administrative Management Officer, 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, 
Ames Aeronautical Laboratory, Moffett Field, Calif. 


My Dear Mr. FREEMAN: It seems evident from recent conversations we have 
had with you and with our Washington office that there exists a basic misunder- 
standing between NACA and Reclamation with respect to the proposed power 
agreement for service to Ames Laboratory. Mr. Rands understood from his 
January 5 telephone discussion with you that Ames requires a positive con- 
tractual commitment with respect to all power classified as nondependable, 
including in particular the minimum quantities of energy specified in the 
December 10 draft of agreement prepared in Washington. Mr. Rands also 
understood you to state that you interpreted the December 10 draft as giving 
you the definite assurance sought and that you would not be interested in a 
contract providing for anything less than the December 10 draft. Ycur desires 
in this respect are consistent with previous statements made by you during the 
course of early discussions, and we are fully sympathetic with them. However, 
the Central Valley project is not presently in a position to make firm commit- 
ments relating to nondependable power and our Washington office informs us 
that the December 10 draft was not intended to do this. Further, our Wash- 
ington office reports that this matter was made clear to your Mr. Cushman. 
Also, there is a serious problem relating to the amount of firm power you desire. 

In view of the above situation, I doubt that there is anything to be gained 
by our submitting to you another draft of contract which would make certain 
that the language eliminated the very assurances which you seek. Instead, I 
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am writing you this letter in order to explain to you our power supply situation 
as it now exists. 

As of today we are committed to furnish approximately 350,000 kilowatts of 
firm power. Other contracts in process of execution will bring this total to 
about 375,000 kilowatts. Our present contract with P. G. & E. provides firming 
for only 300,000 kilowatts. However, we have assumed that the addition of the 
Folsom powerplant will increase the total to approximately 400,000 kilowatts. 
This figure, however, is subject to further study by Reclamation and to agree- 
ment by P. G. & E. Under these circumstances, I do not believe Reclamation 
properly could obligate itself to furnish another 50,000 kilowatts of firm power. 
In fact, I think we are essentially sold out until there has been a resolution of 
the Folsom question with P. G. & E. However, in view of our long discussions 
with Ames I should be willing to undertake a commitment for 15,000 kilowatts 
of firm power at this time. There is good prospect that this could be increased 
soon. The 375,000-kilowatt figure includes a contract with the Colorado River 
Commission of Nevada for 33,000 kilowatts which will expire in June of this 
year, if by that time Nevada has been unable to secure the means for transfer- 
ring the power from Tracy, Calif., to Nevada. Thus far Nevada has been 
unsuccessful in its efforts. Should Nevada fail and the contract expire, our 
firm commitment to you could be increased to 50,000 kilowatts. 

With respect to the nondependable power proposed to be furnished, it is 
apparent there has been considerable confusion. As stated, our present P. G. & E. 
contract calls for firming for 300,000 kilowatts of power classified as dependable. 
No firming is provided for nondependable, Any energy to be associated with 
nondependable must come from our ewn hydroplants. We anticipate no energy 
problem prior to the date we commence service to Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District, in. July 1954. However, our current studies show that should the year 
1955 be a dry year, we would have insufficient energy to serve our firm customers 
during the months of January, February, March, October, November, and 
December. If 1955 is an average water vear, we still would be short of energy 
for firm customers in February and March. This situation will become progres- 
sively worse with the increase in loads of our firm customers so that in 1957, 
for example, if this should be a dry water year, we would be short of energy for 
firm customers in 7 months. And, if 1957 should be an average water year, we 
would be short of energy in 4 months. I am sure you will agree that Reclama- 
tion cannot undertake a contractual commitment to furnish energy for non- 
dependable power when our estimates indicate an energy shortage even for 
firm loads. 

There is another important problem involved in the December 10 Washing- 
ton draft of agreement. As presently worded, Ames, during periods of inter- 
ruption in service, would enjoy a priority over P. G. & E. in the delivery of 
nondependable power. I feel certain this point was overlooked by our Wash- 
ington office. Although we are willing to give Ames and other Federal custo- 
mers a priority in the allocation of such nondependable power as may be avail- 
able in a given year, we cannot agree to give Ames priority in actual deliveries 
during periods of interruption. For example, if we are serving Ames, P. G. & E., 
and Mare Island and there should be a breakdown, all customers would have to 
take a proportionate reduction. For us to agree otherwise would entirely upset 
our sale of nondependable power to P. G. & E. And, in this connection, a factor 
which you must take into account is the annual overhaul period during which 
one Shasta generator will be out of operation for a period of 8 to 10 weeks. This 
of course reduces considerably the total amount of nondependable capacity 
available. 

Unfortunately a great deal of confusion with respect to the needs of Ames 
and the ability of Reclamation to serve those needs has arisen, due in part, I 
am sure, to the fact that negotiations for both Ames and Reclamation, have 
been going on alternately and sometimes simultaneously in Washington and 
in the field. This letter is designed to give you a plain statement of the exist- 
ing situation so that we may come to a conclusion quickly. We shall be glad 
to visit with you further or to submit a draft of contract incorporating the 
changes indicated as necessary. Or, if you are interested in a contract for 
the ensuing 1 year period, I am certain that we can accommodate you fully. 
Thereafter we may be able to work out something on a long-term basis which 
would meet your requirements, 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHAkRD L, Boke, Regional Director. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 21, 1953. 
Mr. N. R. SUTHERLAND, 
Vice President and General Manager, 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., San Francisco, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. SurHERLAND: Thank you for your letter of July 9 with the 
enclosed memorandum concerning availability of power for Ames Laboratory 
from the Central Valley project. We fully agree with your view that in the 
final analysis the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics must decide for 
itself whether or not to enter into a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

At my request, the Bureau of Reclamation made an analysis of your memo- 
randum and I am enclosing a copy of the Bureau’s comments. I am forwarding 
a copy of this letter with its enclosures to Mr. Chamberlin so that his files will be 
complete. It is hoped that he will then be in a position to bring this matter toa 
conclusion in a manner satisfactory to the NACA. 

I wish to take this opportunity to confirm our telephone conservation of July 2, 
at which time I acknowledged your letter of June 11 on this same subject and to 
express to you again my appreciation for the time and consideration you have 
devoted to this problem. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary, Water and Power. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 17, 1958. 
Memorandum to: Assistant Secretary Aandahl. 
From: Assistant Commissioner of Reclamation. 
Subject: Availability of power for Ames Laboratory, National Advisory 
Committee for Aeronautics. 

In accordance with your request, an analysis of the probable power supply 
situation on the Central Valley project for the fiscal years 1954 through 1957 has 
been made, taking into consideration the memorandum attached to the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co., letter dated July 9, 1953, to you, on this subject. Our analysis 
is as follows. 


I, Firm power 


As the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. memorandum states, there is no question as 
to the availability of firm power and energy. 


IIT. Nondependable power 


It is recognized that under very adverse water conditions, such aS was ex- 
perienced in the critical water year of 1934, insufficient water would be available 
from the hydro plants alone to provide secondary energy, in addition to the 
firm energy requirements. Since such adverse water years are of rae occurrence, 
the probability of such a critital water condition in early 1957 is quite remote. 
This is the time that the proposed agreement with the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics contemplates the greatest delivery of nondependable 
energy. From July 1954 to January 1957, since the proposed contract calls for 
lesser amounts of nondependable kilowatt-hours, there is less possibility than 
in 1957 of the project being unable to provide the nondependable energy in the 
amounts required. In years approaching average or better water conditions, it is 
estimated that no difficulty will be encountered in meeting the nondependable re- 
quirements of the NACA. 

We question therefore the statement that “Obviously, it must be expected that 
Ames will have to get along with less than the desirable amounts of power during 
certain periods prior to that date” (July 1, 1957). Interpreting “desirable” to be 
the firm energy requirements plus the nondependable energy requirements of 
the proposed contract, we consider that the probability is that from 1954 through 
June of 1957, these requirements can be met. Only in the case of very adverse 
water years is it obvious that the above requirements could not be met. 

The basis for the above conclusion is that the energy availability, in an average 
water year or even a water year quite less than average, is ample to assure the 
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contracted firm power requirements of the project, the project pumping require- 
ments, and also the nondependable energy requirements of the proposed con- 
tract. For an average water year, the estimated figures are as follows: 





Fiscal year | Fiseal year | Fiscal year 
1955, 1,000 1956, 1,000 1957, 1,000 




















kilowatt- kilowatt- kilowatt- 
hours j hours | hours 
(a) Estimated supply for commercial load (after allowing for 

project pumping) - _- duit ee 2, 068, 000 2, 119, 000 2, 516, 000 
(6) Contract firm energy requirements (other than Ames) sf 1, 000, 000 1, 250, 000 1, 400, 000 
(c) Supply available from which NACA Ames Laboratory |--—-—————' ——~-— —_—_—_——- 
requirements can be met, (a)-(b) wal 1, 068, 000 869, 000 1, 116, 000 

(d) Proposed NACA contract requirements: ee 
bo a ae ——— Sieneunietl 65, 700 219, 000 219, 000 
Nondependable | Rake aad S eechteiiele 125, 800 185, 000 249, 600 
Totals. EIS TEAS, hid tededigtitah it. tide 191, 500 404, 000 468, 600 
Surplus (c)- (d)-.. Disaaviathendd tiatbamintdedoneeld | 876, 500 | 465, 000 647, 400 


From the above, it is evident that ample energy will be available in any but very 
adverse years to meet the contemplated commitment. 

The last paragraph on page 2 of the memorandum attached to the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. letter describes the procedure for operation of the reservoirs. 
This states in part: “At the end of the irrigation season, release requirements 
are greatly reduced and water is conserved in storage for possible use in the 
next year (assumption must be made that the next year will be dry). ‘Conse- 
quently, power generation in October, November, December, etc., may be in- 
sufficient to provide any nondependable power.” 

We cannot agree with this statement. Actually, after the irrigation season 
We are operating on the basis of releasing sufficient water to take care of power 
contract requirements until it is evident that the next year will be such a poor 
water crop year that further curtailment is necessary. Water releases, begin- 
ning with the end of the irrigation season, are therefore not made arbitrarily 
on the assumption that the next year will be dry. Only when it is fairly definite 
that such will be the case are the water releases cut to the absolute minimum to 
provide for downstream requirements. 

It is therefore our estimate that except for the occurrence of a very adverse 
water situation in the particular year of 1957, the contemplated NACA require- 
ments can probably be fully met from power production of the Central Valley 
project. 

H. F. McPuwatrr, 
Assistant Commissioner, 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, REGION 2, 
Sacramento, Calif., February 10, 1955, 
Mr. E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Contracting Officer, National Advisory Committee for Acronautics, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAMBERLIN: This letter is written with respect to our memorandum 
of agreement 14—-06—200—-1117 covering the delivery of power to Ames Laboratory 
at Moffett Field, Calif. 

As you know, on February 2 our operations office in Sacramento notified your 
Mr. Freeman that it would not be possible to make available any nondependable 
capacity to the laboratory for the remainder of the month. This will verify that 
notice and inform you further that we do not anticipate that any nondependable 
power will be available to you for the months of March and April, as well as 
for February. 

I regret that this step is necessary. However, as we indicated to your Ames 
personnel late in January, the inflow into Shasta Reservoir in January was only 
60 percent of that which would have occurred in an average year and the actual 
precipitation in the Shasta Reservoir watershed in that month was only 50 per- 
cent of the average. As a result the total inflow into Shasta up to February 1, 
1955, for the current storage season has been approximately 400,000 acre-feet 
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less than it was for the same period last year. In consequence of this situation, 
our present power resource estimates for the ensuing months show that not only 
will there be no nondependable power for Ames for the months of February, 
March, and April, but that it will be necessary for us to purchase support energy 
for our firm loads during these months in the amount of 130,900,000 kilowatt- 
hours. This energy will be secured from the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. under 
terms of our sales and interchange contract. However, there is no provision in 
the contract for the purchase of energy to support any nondependable load. 
And, I might add, Pacific Gas & Electric has made it plain since our contract 
with it was executed that it will not provide such a service. 

Unfortunately, I am certain that this energy shortage problem will extend 
far beyond the immediate months ahead. When the increasing magnitude of 
our firm power obligations and the accelerated demands of our irrigation pump- 
ing load are taken into account and compared with our expected power resources, 
it is clear that we must anticipate similar complete curtailments next fall for 
2 months or more, as well as this spring. In fact, from this time on, except 
perhaps in years of exceedingly high runoff, we anticipate an energy shortage 
for any nondependable power sold to Ames for a period of months in the spring 
and fall of each year. 

In light of the above situation and with our knowledge of the projected Ames 
load, we have carefully reviewed our total power resources, both firm and non- 
dependable, and must conclude that from an energy standpoint alone we do not 
have the resources necessary to handle your requirements. I think I should add 
that in addition to the energy shortage, there will be severe capacity limitations 
during the next 2 years or more, brought about by our program for the over- 
haul and rehabilitation of our Shasta generators. We plan to rewind at least 
4 of these 5 generators and to perform other major maintenance work on the 
fifth generator. This will result in interruptions from 2 to 3 months for each 
generator. Of course, this work was not foreseen at the time the present agree- 
ment was executed. However, the generator windings have been deteriorating 
rapidly. This condition plus other difficulties caused some 250 separate inter- 
ruptions in Ames service in the past 12 months. The effect of the situation dis- 
cussed generally above is reflected in some detail on the enclosed tabulation. 

Unfortunately the possibility of serving Ames, in part, from our generation 
at Folsom Dam offers no comfort. Both the completion of the dam and the 
installation of our generators are considerably behind the schedule anticipated 
when our power service contract with NACA was executed. We reviewed this 
situation with the Corps of Engineers and with our own contractors within the 
past 10 days. We think it certain that the energy from Folsom will not be of 
material help in satisfying the Ames load until 1956 at the earliest. 

We have considered another possibility. During the past several months there 
has been discussion as to the possibility of meeting the Ames load by scheduling 
Ames operations, in major part, during off-peak hours. This has been referred 
to as off peak or valley dependable. We have given this possibility careful 
thought. We do not believe it offers a solution. Most important, such an opera- 
tion would still require a sizable block of nondependable power which we will 
not have. Furthermore, the amount of off-peak or valley capacity which might 
safely be made available for a useful period of time each day would be relatively 
small. And, its use would have to be limited to the off-peak hours, defined in our 
contract with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co., namely, from 10 p. m. to 7 a. m. 
daily. I enclose a chart which indicates, together with the tabulation, the extent 
of the availability of this type of power. 

In short, so far as the future is concerned. the availability of nondependable 
power for Ames at best will be sporadic and very unreliable. In many months 
it will be nonexistent. Frankly, we do not see how an important defense opera- 
tion such as that underway at Ames laboratory can run the risk inherent in the 
use of this kind of power. As to firm power, the limited amount remaining un- 
committed would fall far short of satisfying Ames total requirements of 175,000 
kilowatts in March 1955 and thereafter. 

I regret very much having to inform you that the resources from the Central 
Valley project are insufficient to handle the Ames load. At the same time we 
want to be as helpful to you as possible and to that end we are willing to make 
available to you all of our present firm power not required for existing prefer- 
ence customers to which we have prior Commitments. As you know, through 
your Mr. Freeman, we already have offered to increase the rate of delivery for 
firm power from 15,000 to 25,000 kilowatts from February 1 to July 1, 1955. If 
you wish, this can be increased to 50,000 kilowatts. Further, we can make this 
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50,000 kilowatts available after July 1, subject to possible withdrawal, on appro- 
priate notice, in order to meet the needs of existing preference customers to 
whom we are now obligated. We do not believe this represents a great risk for 
the remainder of calendar year 1955. Thereafter, depending upon the amount 
of firm power which is available to us from our new Folsom powerplant, we would 
expect to be able to firm up our commitment on the 50,000 kilowatts for several 
years, if you so desire. You will recall that this contingency was anticipated 
and covered in one of the provisions of our present agreement. In the event 
you decide to accept any of the suggestions offered, we will be glad to meet with 
you to discuss the necessary new agreements. I would want to make any such 
agreement effective on the first day of the month on which any new commitment 
is undertaken. 

I shall await further word from you or from your Ames representatives as 
to what further course of action you decide upon. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. H. Spencer, Regional Director. 


TaBLe 1.—Central Valley project—Comparison of estimated power resources to 
supply the requirements of Ames Laboratory, period February—September 1955, 
power available 

[In megawatts] 




















Present contract Valley proposal 
Ames i ee ee Sas 
require- | | | | | | 
ment Firm! | Nande- | Total] Defi- Firm | Valley? |Totali Defi- 
jpendable? ciency ciency 4 
| 
1955: 

February... 100 15 | 0; 85 25 | 44 69 106 
March. _.--.-- 175 15 0o| 15 160 50 | 43) 93] 82 
ES sn anal 175 15 0; 15 160 50 | 42 | 92 83 
tas ccankbes 175 15 50 | 74 101 5D 40 | 90 85 
BRS AB CR. 175 15 80, 95 80 5 | 45) 95 My 
recitet.ck 175 50 75 | 125 5O | 5 | 46; % 7 
August _____.. 175 50 72 | 122 53 | 50 | 46| 96 | 79 
September.._- 175 50 67 | 58 | 20 | 48 | 98 77 


117 
| 


(se 7 an to 50,000 kilowatt firm after July 1 is subject to the availability of power from Folsom, 
ee letter. 

2 As explained in the accompanying letter nondependable power from Central Valley project will be 
sporadic and unreliable. The figures set forth show the maximum to be expected, subject, however, to 
interruptions without notice. In October and November 1955, because of energy limttations, we would not 
expect any nondependable to be available. 

$ The amounts shown represent the maximum available for a useful period of time after allowing a reason- 
able operating cushion. 

4 These deficiencies may be reduced to the extent that nondependable is available. (See footnote 2.) 
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LETTER OF INTENT 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS 
Washington, D. C., April 21, 1955. 
Subject: Contract NA2-926(w), electric service for fiscal year 1955 
Paciric Gas & ELEctTrRIC Co., 
San Francisco, Calif. 

JENTLEMEN: 1. This letter expresses the intent of the Government hereinafte1 
ENT I 

referred to as the NACA, to negotiate and execute a formal contract with the 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co., hereinafter referred to as the company, for electric 

service to the Ames Aeronautical Laboratory at Moffett Field, Calif., commenc- 
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ing May 1, 1955. It is the intention of the NACA that such formal contract will 
be executed by July 1, 1955. 

2. It is further intended that the formal contract shall be renewable annually, 
by Government fiscal years, or so much thereof as may be necessary, to run con- 
currently with the company’s contracts No. 175r—2650 and 175r—3428 with the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation ; provided that where the operations of this 
contract extend beyond the current fiscal year, the contract shall be contingent 
upon Congress making the necessary appropriation. In case such appropriation 
as may be necessary to carry out this contract is not made, the company hereby 
releases the NACA from all liability, due to the failure of Congress to make such 
appropriation. 

3. Electric service at a nominal voltage of 110 kilovolts shall be provided at the 
NACA/’s substation on the west boundary of the Ames Aeronautical Laboratory 
at Moffett Field, Calif., for the period of the contract and any renewal hereof, 
substantially in accordance with the schedule of rates and special conditions as 
set forth in exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof, and contingent on 
settlement of the current outstanding bill of the company against the NACA for 
service rendered in fiscal year 1953 and 1954 as set out below: 

(a) Although prior to the fiscal year 1953 the NACA had been obtaining its 
electric service from the company under renewable contract NAw-5218, the 
NACA did not renew this contract for fiscal year 1953 because of pending negotia- 
tions looking to a possible new contract with the company or the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation. The NACA did, however, continue to accept service from 
the company without a formal contract until January 1954. The company billed 
and the NACA paid for this service from July 1952 through January 1953 at the 
rates set out in NAw-5218. In November 1952, the California Public Utilities 
Commission granted the company a substantial rate increase on most of its 
services. 

(b) On December 5, 1952, the company gave NACA notice that the service 
being furnished the NACA would in the absence of a formal contract, subsequent 
to the January 1953 billing, be billed on the basis of the company schedule A-13 
rate which would represent an increase over the rates set out in NAw-—5218. The 
NACA was reluctant to agree to the A-13 rate since the NACA contended that 
the A-13 schedule was not strictly applicable to the type service furnished the 
NACA. Further, the NACA and the company were unable to agree on a formal 
contract. 

(c) The company billed the NACA from February 1953 through December 1953 
at the A-13 rate but the NACA limited payments to the rate set out in NAw-—5218 
leaving the difference between the NAw-—5218 rate and the A—13 rate or $64,456.3 
unpaid. 

(d) It has now been determined by the NACA that: 

(1) In view of the general rate increase allowed the company by the 
California Public Utilities Commission in November 1952: and 
(2) In view of the inability of the company and the NACA to agree on a 
new contract for service to the NACA at that time; and 
(3) Since the company did continue to render service to the NACA on a 
month-to-month basis without a formal contract until January 1954; and 
(4) Since this proposed contract NA2-926(w) would result in lower over- 
all power costs to the NACA than any previous proposal made to NACA by 
the company ; and 
(5) Since payment of the $64,456.31 by the NACA is a condition of the 
company’s present proposal : 
the NACA shall pay the $64,456.31 billed by the company for service rendered 
the NACA from February 1953 through December 1953. 

4. The company and the NACA agree that— 

(a) Since the company’s present offer of a new contract omits any fuel adjust- 
ment provision, which omission was requested by the NACA; and 

(b) Since both the company and the NACA agree that it is fair and just that 
there be included in this contract provision for increases or decreases in the con- 
tract rates consistent with any increases or decreases granted by the California 
Publie Utilities Commission for customers obtaining service of a similar nature 
from the company: and 

(ec) Since there are no published schedules which exactly apply to the type 
service proposed to be rendered the NACA by the company under this contract; 


the percentage of increase or decrease ordered by the California Public Utilities 
Commission in the company’s schedule A-13, effective August 31, 1954, or any 
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approved schedule of rates established by the company in lieu of said schedule 
A-13, shall also be applicable to this contract. 

5. It is understood and agreed that fulfillment of this contract by the com- 
pany is eontingent upon its receiving authorization by the California Public 
Utilities Commission to carry out the terms and conditions of the contract. 

6. If the foregoing meets with your approval, please indicate your acceptance 
in the space provided and return the original and one copy to the undersigned. 

Very truly yours, 
E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Contracting Officer. 
Accepted : 
Pactric Gas & ELectTrRIc Co., 
By N. R. SUTHERLAND, 
Vice President and General Manager. 


Exurit A 
INTERIM SERVICE 
Contract: NA2-926(w) 


Effective as of May 1, 1955, and to the date that the Laboratory’s Fourteen 
Foot and Unitary wind tunnels begin regular operation, but not later than 
January 1, 1956, upon written acceptance by the Laboratory and authorization 
by the California Public Utilities Commission, for power requirements in addi- 
tion to approximately 25,000 kw. of firm power supplied by the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation, charges shall be: 

Demand Charges: 

Excess on-peak demand, as described in 8 (b) hereof, 65 cents per kw./mo. 
Excess off-peak demand, as described in 3 (c) hereof, 15 cents per kw./mo. 

Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge): 5.76 mills/kwh. 

All energy used in testing the Laboratory’s Fourteen Foot and Unitary Wind 
Tunnels shall be supplied by the Company and separately metered. 


REGULAR SERVICE 


Effective on the date the new wind tunnels begin regular operation, but not 
later than January 1, 1956, for power requirements in addition to 50,000 kw. of 
firm power supplied by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, charges 
shall be: 


Demand Charges: 

Excess on-peak demand, as described in 8 (b) hereof, 65 cents per kw./mo., 
but not less than $600,000 per year. 

Excess off-peak demand, as described in 3 (c) hereof, 15 cents per kw./mo. 

Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge): 5.76 mills/kwh. 

Special conditions 

1. Voltage: Service will be ata nominal voltage of 110 kv. 

2. Onpeak Hours: All hours except those occurring between 10:30 p. m. and 
6:30 a. m. of the following day and all hours of Sundays and legal holidays. 

3. Maximum Demand: The maximum demand in any month will be the 
average kw. delivery of the 30-minute interval in which such delivery is greater 
than in any other 30-minute interval in the month; provided, however, that. if 
the ae is intermittent or subject to violent fluctuations, a 5-minute interval may 
be used. 

(a) Firm Onpeak Demand (Supplied by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation) : The firm onpeak demand shall be the first 50,000 kw. (ap- 
proximately 25,000 kw. during Interim Service period) of maximum demand 
which occurs during onpeak hours. 

(b) Excess Onpeak Demand: Excess onpeak demand is the difference 
between the greatest maximum demand occurring during onpeak hours of 
any month and the firm onpeak demand occurring during the same month. 
Such excess onpeak demand shall be subject to interruption when the 
Company’s spinning reserve, in the Company’s judgment, is needed for its 
firm customers. The Company shall not be obligated to make available in 
excess of 25,000 kw. of such demand during the Interim Service period nor 
in excess of 125,000 kw. during the Regular Service period. 
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(c) Excess Offpeak Demand: Excess offpeak demand is the difference 
between the maximum demand occurring during offpeak hours of any month 
and the sum of the firm and excess onpeak demands occurring in said month. 
Such excess offpeak demand shall be subject to interruption when the Com- 
pany’s spinning reserve, in the Company’s judgment, is needed for its firm 
customers. The Company shall not be obligated to make available in excess 
of 150,000 kw. of such demand during the Interim Service period not in excess 
of 85,000 kw during the Regular Service period. 

(d) Should such Company interruptions to service as provided for in 
Items (b) and (c) above seriously curtail normal operation of the Ames 
laboratory, as determined by the NACA Contracting Officer or his duly 
authorized representative, the annual minimum charge shall be reduced 
proportionately for such period of curtailment. 

. Billing Demand: 

(a) The excess onpeak demand to be used for any month in computing 
charges under the above schedule shall be the difference between the greatest 
total onpeak demand created during that month and the firm onpeak demand 
of 50,000 kw. during Regular Service (approximately 25,000 kw. during 
Interim Service) supplied by the United States Bureau of Reclamation for 
said month. 

(b) The excess offpeak demand charge in any month shall apply only to 
that portion of the total offpeak demand during said month which is in 
excess of the combination of said firm demand and said excess onpeak 
demand created during said month. 

5. Power Factor Adjustment and Power Factor: The total charge (except the 
minimum charge) for any month as computed on the above rate will be de- 
creased or increased, respectively, by 0.1 percent for each 1 percent that the 
average power factor of customer’s load in that month is greater or less than 
85 percent such average power factor to be computed (to the nearest whole per 
cent) from the ratio of lagging kilovolt-ampere-hours to kilowatt-hours con- 
sumed in the month, provided, however, that no power factor correction will be 
made for any month when customer’s maximum demand was less than 10 percent 
of the righest such demand in the preceding eleven months. Laboratory shall 
conduct its operations so that the power factor at time of its peak loads each day 
shall not be less than 97 percent. 

6. Acceleration and Deceleration of Load : The use and operation of the Labora- 
tory’s electric apparatus shall be so controlled that the load delivered hereunder 
shall neither increase at a rate in excess of 12,000 kw. per minute nor decrease 
(except for interruptions caused by operation ef relays) at a rate in excess of 
18,000 kw. per minute nor shall any load increase cause a maximum in-rush of 
kilovolt-amperes in excess of 20,000 kilovolt-amperes at a power factor of 77 per- 
cent. Load changes in excess of the above limits may, from time to time, be 
permitted provided approval is first obtained from Company’s System Dispatcher 
for each such change, and the time and maximum rate of change is specified and 
agreed upon. 

7. Relay Facilities: The Laboratory shall install, at its expense, relay facilities 
satisfactory to the Company to interrupt power in the event of a reduction of 
frequency on the Company’s system. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, D. 0., November 10, 1955. 
Subject : Contract NA2-926 (w)—Electric Service for Fiscal Year 1955. 


Paciric Gas AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY, 
San Francisco, California. 


AMENDMENT No. 1, SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT TO LETTER oF INTENT Darep 
AprRIL 21, 1955 


GENTLEMEN: The Ames Aeronautical Laboratory’s Fourteen Foot and Unitary 
Wind Tunnels having begun regular operation effective November 1, 1955, and 
confirming previous oral agreement, the Regular Service period of subject con- 
tract shall begin November 1, 1955. 
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The following changes are hereby made in Exhibit “A’’ of the Letter of Intent. 
1. Delete the “Regular Service” portion of page 1 of Exhibit “A” and substitute 
the following therefore: 

REGULAR SERVICE 


Effective November 1, 1955, for power requirements in addition to firm power 
supplied by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, charges shall be: 

“Demand Charges: 

“Excess on-peak demand, as described in 3 (b) hereof, 65 cents kw./mo. 

“Excess off-peak demand, as described in 3 (c) hereof, 15 cents kw./mo. 

“The total of the combined demand charges shall not be less than $600,000 
per year except as otherwise provided in this contract. 

“Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge) : 5.76 mills/kwh.” 

2. Delete paragraph 3 (a) of the Special Conditions and substitute the fol- 
lowing therefor: 

“Firm Demand and Energy: During the period November 1, 1955, through 
December 31, 1955, the firm demand supplied by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation shall be the first 24,000 kw.; thereafter, the firm demand shall be 
the first 50,000 kw. of maximum demand which occurs during the month, pro- 
vided that, until the date, hereinafter called dependable capacity date, on 
which the Project Dependable Capacity as determined in accordance with the 
provisions of said Contract 175r-3428 shall become not less than 400,000 kw., 
said firm demand may be less than 50,000 kw. but not less than 15,000 kw. subject 
to the provisions of paragraph 3 (e) hereof. Said Bureau of Reclamation has 
agreed with Ames Laboratory to supply each month as much energy resulting 
from the use of such firm demand as Ames Laboratory may require up to a 
maximum amount of 540 kwh. per kw. of such firm demand, and Company shall 
supply all energy in excess of said Maximum amount that Ames Laboratory may 
require and Ames Laboratory shall purchase same from Company at the energy 
charge per kwh. set forth above.” 

3. Delete paragraph 3 (b) of the Special Conditions and substitute the follow- 
ing therefor: 

“Exeess On-peak Demand and Energy: Excess onpeak demand is the amount 
by which the greatest maximum demand occurring during onpeak hours of any 
month exceeds the firm demand occuring during the same month. Such excess 
onpeak demand and energy associated therewith shall be subject to interruption 
when the Company’s spinning reserve, in the Company’s judgment, is needed for 
its firm customers. The Company shall not be obligated to supply excess onpeuk 
demand in excess of the difference between firm demand and 175,000 kw.” 

4. Delete paragraph 3 (c) of the Special Conditions and substitute the fol- 
lowing therefor: 

“Excess Off-peak Demand and Energy: Excess offpeak demand is the amount 
by which the maximum demand oceurring during offpeak hours of any month 
exceeds the sum of the firm and excess onpeak demands occurring in said 
month. Such excess offpeak demand and the energy associated therewith shall 
be subject to interruption when the Company’s spinning reserve, in the Com- 
pany’s judgment, is needed for its firm customers. The Company shall not be 
obligated to supply excess offpeak demand in excess of the difference between (1) 
the sum of the firm demand and the excess onpeak demand and (2) 260,000 kw.” 
5. The following paragraph is added te the Special Conditions: 

“3 (e) Changes in Firm Power: In the event the firm demand supplied by the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation during the period from January 1, 1956, 
to. said dependable capacity date is less than 50,000 kw. because loads of the 
United States and customers of the United States under contract to said Bureau 
of Reclamation prior to May 1, 1955, require a portion of such firm demand, 
Company will make available to Ames Laboratory, provided the Laboratory 
gives Company five (5) days’ advance written notice, and Ames Laboratory shall 
thereafter purchase from Company until dependable capacity date, additional 
excess onpeak demand in an amount equal to the amount by which the firm de- 
mand supplied by said Bureau of Reclamation is less than 50,000 kw. provided 
that Company shall not be required to make available more than 35,000 kw. of 
such adidtional excess onpeak demand. In this event, the minimum charge for 
demands shall be increased at the rate of $800.00 per year for each additional 
1,000 kw. of excess onpeak demand supplied by the Company and such charge 
shall be prorated monthly.” 

§. Delete paragraph 4 (a) of the Special Conditions and substitute the fol- 
lowing therefor: 
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“Billing Demand: The excess onpeak demand to be used for any month in 
computing charges under the above schedule shall be the amount by which the 
greatest total onpeak demand created during that month exceeds the firm de- 
mand supplied by the United States Bureau of Reclamation for said month.” 

Except as modified herein, said Letter of Intent dated April 21, 1955, shall 
remain in full foree and effect as to all of the provisions thereof. 

Upon your acceptance of this modification in the space provided below, this 
agreement shall be deemed effective as of November 1, 1955. Please return the 
original and one copy of the undersigned. 

Very truly yours, 
EK. H. CHAMBERLIN, 

Contracting Officer, 

National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. 
Accepted : 
Paciric Gas & ELectrric Co., 
By N. R. SurHERLAND, 

President and General Manager. 


APPENDIX C 


(Item 1, below, is the Bureau of Reclamation’s contract with Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co., with supplements 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

(Item 2, below, is the Bureau of Reclamation’s power sales contract 
with Pacific Gas & Electric Co., with amendments 1, 2, and 3.) 


Item 1 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(175r—2650) 


ConTRACT WitH Pactric GAs AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY FOR TRANSMISSION AND 
EXCHANGE SERVICE 


INDEX 
Article No. 
1. Preamble. 
2-7. Explanatory Recitals. 


Part 1. Agreement To Deliver Electric Power and Energy to the United States 
From the Contractor’s Electric System 


. Use of the Contractor’s facilities. 
. Deliveries of Electric Knergy. 
. Payment for Use of the Contractor’s Facilities. 
. Standby for the United States. 
Power Factor. 


Part 2. General Provisions 


Measurement of Electric Power and Energy. 
. Control and Maintenance of the Contractor's Electric System. 
5. Control and Maintenance of Electric System of the United States. 
License to the United States to Install and Operate Facilities. 
. License to the Contractor to Install and Operate Facilities. 
. Public Utilities Commission. 
Term of Contract. 
. Liability. 
Rules and Regulations. 
2. Continuity of Service. 
Uncontrollable Forces. 
. Amendment of Power Contract. 
. General Power Contract Provisions. 





238 AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


1. THis contract, made this 2d day of April, 1951, in pursuance of the Act 
of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and acts amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto, hereinafter referred to as the Reclamation Law, between 
Tue Unrrep States or AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, repre- 
sented by the officer executing this contract, his duly appointed successor, or 
his duly authorized representative, hereinafter called the contracting officer, 
and Pactric GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, a corporation duly organized, created, 
and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, herein- 
after called the Contractor, its successors and assigns, 

WITNESSETH : : 

2. Whereas the United States is constructing the Central Valley project, 
including facilities for the generation and transmission of electric power and 
energy, and is entering into contracts for the marketing of electric power 
and energy under existing laws; and 

3. Whereas the Contractor is engaged in the business of generating, trans- 
mitting and distributing electric power and energy in Northern and Central 
California ; and 

4. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a Contract 
(No. 175r—1595) dated December 21, 1948, which provides among other things for 
the sale by the United States of power and energy to the Contractor; and 

5. Whereas the parties intend to enter into a new contract at the earliest 
possible time for the sale of such power and energy by the United States to the 
Contractor, which new contract will complement the mutual obligations provided 
for herein; and 

6. Whereas it is the mutual desire of the parties hereto that the Contractor 
accept delievery of electric power and energy from the United States into the 
Contractor’s electric transmission system at specified points of interconnection 
and in return, to the extent that the Contractor has available excess capacity in 
its electric system, that the Contractor make delivery of an equivalent amount 
of electric power and energy (adjusted for losses) to the United States and/or 
its customérs at specified points under the terms and conditions hereinafter set 
forth ; 

7. Now, therefiore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth 
the parties hereto agree as follows: 


PART 1. AGREEMENT TO DELIVER ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY TO THE UNITED STATFS 
FROM THE CONTRACTOR’S ELECTRIC SYSTEM 


Use of the contractor’s facilities 

8. (a) The Contractor hereby agrees to accept delivery of electric power and 
energy into its electric transmission system as now or hereafter existing to the 
extent that the Contractor has available excess capacity in said transmission 
system, not necessary to serve the Contractor’s customers, as determined by the 
Contractor, and to deliver an equivalent amount of electric power and energy 
(adjusted for losses) to the United States for its own use, or for the customers 
of the United States as defined in Article 9 (c) hereof, at such points as the 
United States may from time to time designate on the system of the Contractor 
upon the conditions hereinafter provided. This agreement shall include the 
use of all facilities of the Contractor, including transforming, switching, con- 
trol, and protective equipment, necessary or used in the transmission and 
delivery of said electric power and energy. In furtherance of this agreement, 
the Contractor will, upon request of the United States, make the arrangements 
necessary to permit such connections to the Contractor’s electric system as may 
be necessary, as determined by the Contractor, to receive and deliver electric 
power and energy of the United States into and from said system pursuant to the 
terms of this contract. 

(b) When, because of conditions on the power system of the Contractor re- 
sulting from causes similar to the types specified in Article 22 hereof, the system 
of the Contractor is temporarily unable to supply the requirements of the 
Contractor’s customers and in addition to deliver energy required by the United 
States and/or its customers, necessary curtailment of loads will be effected in 
a manner that will cause least hardship to the entire area affected, without 
regard to the party serving the customer. General procedure for effecting neces- 
sary curtailment shall be agreed upon in advance by the contracting officer and 
the Contractor. 

(c) The United States will inform the Contractor in writing at least annually 
of the estimated future requirements for the ensuing four-year period of existing 
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or anticipated loads of the United States and of existing or anticipated customers 
of the United States (of the classes which the Conractor has undertaken to 
serve pursuant to Article 9 (c)) to which the United States desires, or may 
desire, the Contractor to deliver power and energy hereunder. Within ninety 
days after receipt of such estimate, the Contractor shall inform the United 
States in writing whether or not it can deliver the power and energy to meet 
each load included in said estimate. If the Contractor’s reply is in the affirma- 
tive it shall be obligated to make the capacity of its electric system available to 
serve said loads to the extent of said estimates for the entire four-year period. 
Deliveries of electric power 

9. (a) The United States, under the terms and conditions stipulated herein 
will furnish the electric power and energy required for the United States and/or 
its customers as three-phase, alternating current, at a nominal frequency of 
sixty (60) cycles per second, at the points of interconnection and at nominal 
delivery voltages as follows: 

(i) At the switchyard of the United States located near Tracy, California, 
at a nominal voltage of 220,000; 

(ii) At such other points of interconnection and voltages as the parties 
hereto may agree upon in writing. 

(b) The electric power and energy will be furnished and delivered to the 
Contractor in such amounts and at such rates of delivery as are from time to 
time required by the United States and/or its customers, plus losses in transmis- 
sion equal to: 

(i) Five (5%) percent of both the energy and the coincidental demand 
for power deliveries by the Contractor at 44,000 volts or higher ; 

(ii) Nine (9%) percent of both the energy and the coincidental demand 
for power deliveries by the Contractor at less than 44,000 voits. 

Provided, that the electrical load thus added plus the then existing load on the 
Contractor’s facilities will not exceed the normal capacity thereof, as determined 
by the Contractor. Schedules for deliveries of power and energy to the United 
States and/or its customers shall be prepared, and changed from time to time 
as conditions require, by the parties hereto for system operating controls, and 
deliveries that are inadvertently greater or less than requirements to serve the 
United States and/or its customers shall be corrected in later deliveries in 
accordance with schedules agreed upon between the Contractor and the con- 
tracting officer. 

(c) The electric power and energy to be delivered by the Contractor to the 
United States and/or its customers from the system of the Contractor shall be 
limited to such electric power and energy as is necessary for the following classes 
of customers located at any point on the Contractor’s system within the Sacra- 
mento and San Joaquin Valleys and the Counties of Solana, Contra Costa, 
Alameda, and Santa Clara (which area is shown on the attached map) : 

(i) Preference customers (as defined in the Reclamation Law) and 
federal establishments which (1) on the effective date of this agreement 
are served by the Contractor and, except as otherwise agreed upon in writing, 
(2) have had monthly maximum demands of 500 kilowatts or more for three 
consecutive months in the twelve months immediately preceding the date 
on which the Contractor is requested to commence service, and (3) are 
located and use such power and energy outside the corporate boundaries 
of municipalities wherein the Contractor serves at retail; Provided, That 
reductions in the monthly maximum demand of any customer after delivery 
to such customer commences hereunder shall not affect the obligation of 
the Contractor to continue delivery. 

‘ (ii) Contractors for the construction of Bureau of Reclamation projects 
or parts thereof, or any development which has been authorized to be added 
to the Central Valley Project, also the power requirements of the United 
States itself necessary in the construction, operation, or maintenance of any 
Bureau of Reclamation project or part thereof; provided, that such service 
shall be rendered only for use outside the corporate boundaries of munici- 
palities to loads where the monthly maximum demand for three consecutive 
months during the twelve months immediately preceding the date of request 
for service has been, or during the ensuing twelve months is expected to be, 
one hundred (100) kilowatts or more, except as otherwise agreed upon in 
writing. 

(iii) In view of the difficulty of anticipating future facts and conditions, 
it is understood that if additional loads of the United States or customers 





240) AVAILABILITY OF POWER TO PUBLIC PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


of the United States become prospective the parties hereto will then con- 
sider the problem of serving such loads, and the Contractor will advise the 
United States within ninety (90) days after request whether or not service 
to such additional loads or customers shall be made available hereunder. 
This contract does not terminate or in any way affect any contract between the 
Contractor and any of such customers. 
The Contractor shall deliver the energy supplied hereunder as three-phase 
alternating current at a nominal frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second, and 
shall not be required to deliver energy at less than 2,000 volts. 


Payment for use of the Contractor’s facilities 

10. (a) The United States will compensate the Contractor for the use of its 
facilities to effectuate the delivery of electric power and energy to the United 
States and/or the customers of the United States in accordance with the fol- 
lowing rates applicable monthly at each point of delivery : 

(i) For delivery at 44,000 volts or higher: 1 mill per kilowatt-hour; 
Provided, that in respect to delivery at any such point of 25,000 kilowatts 
or more, this charge shall not be less than 25 cents per kilowatt of the 
maximum 30-minute integrated demand in the month ; 

(ii) For delivery at less than 44,000 volts but not less than 22,000 volts, 
where the demand is not less than 20,000 kilowatts: 1 mill per kilowatt-hour 
plus 10 cents per kilowatt of monthly maximum 30-minute integrated 
demand ; 

(iii) For all other deliveries: 1 mill per kilowatt-hour plus 22 cents per 
kilowatt of monthly maximum 30-minute integrated demand. 

This compensation shall be exclusive of power and energy furnished by the United 
States. 

(b) The amount of power and energy delivered by the Contractor to which the 
above rates apply shall be determined as provided in Article 138 (b). The Con- 
tractor shall render an itemized bill for the amount due hereunder from the 
United States not later than twenty (20) days after receipt from the United 
States of the information, as to the amounts of power and energy delivered by 
the Contractor, that is required for preparation of the bill, and such bills shall 
be due and payable as soon after receipt thereof as the necessary vouchers can 
be prepared. 


Standby for the United States 


11. The Contractor agrees to deliver to the United States such power and energy 
as the Contractor has available above its own requirements, as determined by the 
Contractor, for the loads of the United States or customers of the United States 
being served from the system of the Contractor in the event of the inability of the 
United States to supply such electric energy by reason of a failure or reduction 
of generation at powerplants of the United States or failure of transmission lines 
of the United States. The electric energy so furnished by the Contractor, in- 
creased by losses as determined under Article 9 (b) hereof to cover the Con- 
tractor’s losses in transmission, shall be returned by the United States, kilowatt- 
hour for kilowatt-hour, at the earliest practicable time and in accordance with 
schedules to be agreed upon between the Contractor and the contracting officer. 
The United States shall pay the Contractor the charge for use of the Contractor’s 
facilities in accordance with the terms of Article 10 hereof, exclusive of trans- 
mission losses, the same as though the standby service had been energy furnished 
by the United States for transmission. It is mutually agreed that the standby 
provided for in this article is to be supplied only during outages or reductions in 
delivery of power by the United States due to the failure of facilities and not due 
to inadequacy of water for power generation. 


Power factor 


12. (a) The United States and its customers shall maintain a power factor at 
the points of delivery provided for in Article 9 (c) hereof of not less than ninety 
(90) percent lagging; provided, that the United States and its customers will be 
permitted to operate at a lower power factor when conditions are such, as de- 
termined by the Contractor, that a lower power factor will not prevent the Con- 
tractor from making full use of its available generating and transmission 
facilities. 

(b) The power to be delivered hereunder to the Contractor at Tracy Switch- 
yard shall be delivered at voltages ranging from 209,000 to 231,000 as the Con- 
tractor shall request from time to time, together with reactive kilovolt-amperes 
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equivalent in amount to that delivered by the Contractor hereunder, and each 
party shall carry on its system the reactive kilovolt-amperes originating thereon ; 
provided, that operation at other voltages and with other reactive flow will be 
permitted upon request of the Contractor if the United States in the judgment of 
the contracting officer will not be prevented from making full use of its available 
generating and transmission facilities. 


PART 2. GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Measurement of electric power and energy 

13. (a) The United States will provide and maintain metering equipment of 
a recording type to measure the electric power and energy and reactive kilovolt- 
emperes furnished to the Contractor at the points of interconnection and at the 
nominal delivery voltages specified in Article 9 (a) hereof. The United States 
agrees to read all meters on the last day of each billing period and at such other 
times as may be required under the operation of this contract and to submit 
a copy of all readings to the Contractor for its records. The United States will 
service and maintain recording charts on all meters, and will make such charts 
available to the Contractor upon request. 

(b) With respect to the electric power and energy delivered by the Contractor 
to the United States or to its customers pursuant to Part One hereof: 

(i) Such electric power and energy shall be measured at the voltage at 
which it is delivered to the United States or its customers at or near the 
points of delivery of such electric power and energy, by metering equip- 
ment, including reactive kilovolt-ampere meters of a suitable type, to be 
furnished and maintained by the United States; provided, that such power 
and energy delivered at any point or points of delivery on the high voltage 
side of any substation not provided by the Contractor may, at the option of 
the United States, be measured on the low-voltage side of such substations 
at or near said point of delivery, in which event the meter readings at said 
point of delivery will be increased by two percent (2%) in order to compen- 
sate for transformer losses, except that if the metering equipment auto- 
matically adjusts for transformer losses, the actual readings thus adjusted 
shall be used ; provided further, that if such power and energy delivered at 
any point of delivery is transmitted an appreciable distance before it is 
measured, the meter readings for said point of delivery will be increased by 
an amount to be agreed upon in writing by the parties hereto in order to 
compensate for transmission losses between the point of delivery and the 
point of measurement, except where the metering equipment automatically 
adjusts for such losses. 

(ii) The United States agrees to read all meters on the last day of each 
billing period and as required at other times in connection with standby 
service provided hereunder, and to submit a copy of all readings to the 
Contractor for its records. The United States will service and maintain 
charts on all recording meters, and will make such charts available to the 
Contractor on request. 

(iii) The amount of standby electric energy supplied by the Contractor for 
the loads of the United States or its customers pursuant to Article 11 hereof 
will be determined as in subsection (b) (i) above or, in the absence of proper 
meter readings, from the best information available. 

(c) The meters shall be sealed and the seals shall be broken only upon occasions 
when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted, and representatives of the 
Contractor and the contracting officer shall be afforded reasonable opportunity to 
be present upon such occasions. The meters shall be tested at least once each 
year and at any reasonable time upon request therefor by either party hereto. 
Any metering equipment found to be defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and 
readjusted or replaced. Should any meter fail to register, the electric power and 
energy delivered hereunder during such period of failure to register, shall, for 
billing purposes, be estimated from the best information available. 

(d) If any of the meter tests provided for herein discloses that the error of any 
meter or meters exceeds two percent (2%), correction based upon the inaccuracy 
found shall be made of the records of electric service furnished since the begin- 
ning of the monthly billing period immediately preceding the billing period during 
which the test was made ; provided, that no correction shall be made for a longer 
period than such inaccuracy may be determined by the parties hereto to have 
existed. Any correction in billing resulting from such correction in meter records 
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shall be made in the next monthly bill rendered, and such correction when made 
shall constitute full adjustment of any claim between the parties hereto arising 
out of such inaccuracy meters. 


Control and maintenance of the contractor’s electric system 

14. (a) The electric sysiem of the Contractor shall at all times be and remain 
in the exclusive possession and control of the Contractor and this agreement shall 
not be construed to grant to the United States any rights of ownership in or pos- 
session of said electric system. The Contractor shall operate and maintain said 
electric system in good and satisfactory operating condition. 

(b) The United States will install, maintain, and operate, or will require its 
customers, as defined in Article 9 (c) hereof, to install, maintain, and operate, 
such proper service protective equipment as up-to-date electrical engineering prac- 
tices recognize as necessary and efficient for the purpose of clearing and protecting 
the Contractor’s electric system from the faults, grounds, and other types of elec- 
trical disturbances that originate upon the power systems of the United States or 
its customers, 


Control and maintenance of electric system of the United States 

15. (a) The electric system of the United States shall at all times be and re- 
main in the exclusive possession and control of the United States and this agree- 
ment shall not be construed to grant to the Contractor any rights of ownership in 
or possession of said electric system. The United States shall operate and main- 
tain said electric system in good and satisfactory operating condition. 

(b) The Contractor will install, maintain and operate, such proper service pro- 
tective equipment as up-to-date electrical engineering practices recognize as nec- 
essary and efficient for the purpose of clearing and protecting the transmission 
system of the United States from the faults, grounds, and other types of electrical 
disturbances that originate upon the Contractor’s power system. 


License to the United States to install and operate facilities 

16. The Contractor, upon request from time to time by the contracting officer, 
will grant to the United States a license or licenses to construct, install, operate, 
maintain, replace or repair, upon the property of the Contractor such facilities as 
in the opinion of the Contractor are necessary or desirable for the purposes of 
this contract. The license or licenses so granted shall be in form and of legal 
sufficiency acceptable to the contracting officer, shall be and remain in effect dur- 
ing the term of this contract, and shall expire coincidently therewith. Any facil- 
ities so installed by the United States pursuant to said license or licenses shall be 
and remain the property of the United States notwithstanding that the same may 
have been affixed to the premises, and the United States shall have a reasonable 
time after the expiration of said license or licenses in which to remove its facil- 
ities so installed. 


License to the Contractor to install and operate facilities 


17. The United States hereby grants the Contractor a license to construct, in- 
stall, operate, maintain, replace, or repair, upon property of the United States 
under the administrative control and jurisdiction of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
such facilities as in the opinion of the contracting officer are necessary or desira- 
ble for the purposes of this contract. Said license shall remain in effect during 
the term of this contract and shall expire coincidentally therewith. Any facilities 
so installed by the Contractor pursuant hereto shall be and remain the property 
of the Contractor, notwithstanding that the same may have been affixed to the 
premises, and the Contractor shall have a reasonable time after the expiration 
of said license in which to remove its facilities so installed. 


Public Utilities Commission 


18. Within 30 days after execution of this contract, the Contractor will file an 
application with the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California for an 
order authorizing the Contractor to carry out the terms hereof and will prosecute 
the application and any proceedings thereon diligently. If such order is not forth- 
coming within 6 months after execution of this contract, the contracting officer 
may terminate this contract by giving written notice thereof to the Contractor. It 
is understood that the Contractor, by entering into this contract, does not dedi- 
cate or intend to dedicate its facilities to the common carrying of elecric energy 
for the account or use of the United States or anyone else. 
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Term of contract 
19. Subject to the provisions of Article 18 hereof, this contract shall become 


effective upon the date of its execution and shall remain in effect for a term of 
ten (10) years. 
Liability 

20. The Contractor, its officers, agents, and employees or any of them, shall not 
be liable for any claim for injuries or damages arising from the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the facilities of the United States under this con- 
tract. The United States, its officers, agents, and employees, or any of them, 
shall not be liable for any claims, demands, costs, losses, causes of action, dam- 
ages, or liability of whatsoever kind or nature, arising out of or resulting from 


the construction, operation, and maintenance of the facilities of the Contractor 
under this contract. 


Rules and regulations 


21. The United States and the Contractor shall mutually agree upon and put 
into effect from time to time such rules and regulations as may be required in 
order to establish the methods of operation to be followed in the performance 
of this contract. r 


Continuity of service 


22. The delivery of electric power and energy hereunder will be made con- 
tinuously except (1) for interruptions or reductions due to uncontrollable 
forces, as defined in Article 23 hereof; (2) for interruptions or reductions due 
to operation of devices installed for power system protection; and (3) for 
temporary interruptions or reductions, which, in the opinion of the delivering 
party, are necessary or desirable for the purposes of maintenance, repairs, re- 
placements, installation of equipment, or investigation and inspection. The 
delivering party, except in case of emergency as determined by it, will give the 
other party reasonable advance notice of such temporary interruptions or reduc- 
tions and will remove the cause thereof with diligence. 


Uncontrollable forces 


23. Neither party shall be considered to be in default in respect to any obliga- 
tion hereunder, if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason of an 
uncontrollable force. For the purpose of this contract the term “uncontrollable 
force” means any cause beyond the control of the party affected, including, but 
not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, earthquake, storm, lightning, fire, 
epidemic, war, riot, civil disturbance, labor disturbance, sabotage, and restraint 
by court or public authority which by exercise of due diligence and foresight 
such party could not reasonably have been expected to avoid. Either party ren- 
dered unable to fulfill any obligation by reason of an uncontrollable force shall 
exercise due diligence to remove such inability with all reasonable dispatch. 


Amendment of power contract 


24. Upon the date the Public Utilities Commission authorizes the Contractor 
to carry out the terms hereof, the provisions of the aforesaid contract No. 175r- 
1595 with respect to exchange of electric energy for the use of Central Valley 
Project facilities shall terminate; also it is understood that declarations of 
capacity and energy under said contract shall not include capacity and energy 
required for discharge of obligations of the United States under this contract. 


General power contract provisions 
25. The General Power Contract Provisions attached hereto are hereby made 
a part of this contract the same as if they had been expressly set forth herein; 
provided, that provisions A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, Q, and R thereof 
shall be inoperative for the purpose of this contract. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be executed 
the day and year first above written. 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By (s) R. 8. CALLAnp, 
Acting Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
U. 8. Department of the Interior, Sacramento, California. 
PaciFic GAS AND ELEcTRIC CoMPANY, 
By (s) J. B. Biack, President, 
245 Market Street, San Francisco, California. 


Attest : 
[SEAL] (s) Raymonp Kinpie, Secretary. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Supplement No. 1 to 175r—2650) 


AMENDMENT To CoNTRACT WITH PaActric GAS AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY FOR TRANS- 
MISSION AND EXCHANGE SERVICE 


1. THIS AMENDATORY CONTRACT, made as of the 27th day of August, 1951, in 
pursuance of the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), and 
acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, hereinafter referred to as 
the Reclamation Law, between THe Unirep States oF AMERICA, hereinafter 
called the United States, represented by the officer executing this contract, his 
duly appointed successor, or his duly authorized representative, hereinafter 
called the contracting officer, and Pactric GAs AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY, a corpora- 
tion duly organized, created, and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 
the State of California, hereinafter called the Contractor, its successors and 
assigns, 


WITNESSETH : 


2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a certain 
contract No. 175r—2650, dated April 2, 1951, herein called the “Exchange Con- 
tract”, whereby the Contractor agreed under certain conditions to accept de- 
livery of power and energy from the United States into the electric system of 
the Contractor and in return to deliver power and energy to, or for the account 
of, the United States; and 

3. Whereas, the Exchange Contract requires that all power and energy de- 
livered by the Contractor to the United States and to its customers shall be 
measured by metering equipment to be furnished and maintained by the United 
States ; and 

4. Whereas, the parties may desire in some cases that the Contractor tem- 
porarily furnish and maintain said metering equipment, or part thereof; 

5. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual promises herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 

6. Upon request by the Contracting Officer, the Contractor will furnish and 

maintain at existing locations metering equipment, or any part thereof, which 
it may have installed prior to such request and which is required by Article 
13 (b) of the Exchange Contract to measure electric power and energy delivered 
by the Contractor at any particular point of delivery, at a monthly charge, pro- 
rated for a fractional part of a month on the basis of the number of days of 
rent, of 1.2% of the reproduction cost new of said equipment or part thereof, as 
estimated by the Contractor and quoted to the United States upon inquiry in 
advance of said request. Rent of any metering equipment or part thereof shall 
be for such temporary period of time not exceeding twelve months as may be 
desired by the United States and may be terminated by the United States upon 
ten (10) days’ written notice in advance to the Contractor. 
7. The bill submitted b the Contractor to the United States pursuant to 
Article 10 (b) of the Exchange Contract shall include an itemized statement of 
the amount, if any, due for rental of metering equipment during the preceding 
month pursuant to Article 6 hereof, and shall be paid by the United States as 
provided in the Exchange Contract. 

8. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

9. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the 
right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract price 
or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or con- 
tingent fees. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by con- 
tractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide established 
commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose 
of securing business. 

10. Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal 
year, the contract is made contingent upon Congress making the necessary appro- 


priation for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have expired. 
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In case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this contract is 
not made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all liability due 
to the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this contract to be executed as 
of the day and year first above written. 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By /s/ RicHarp L. BoKg, 
Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Paciric GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, 
By /s/ N. R. SUTHERLAND, 
Vice President & General Manager. 
Attest: 
[SEAL] /8/ RAYMOND Kinpi1e, Secretary. 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Supplement No. 2 to 175r—2650) 


SUPPLEMENT TO CONTRACT WITH PAciFic GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR 
TRANSMISSION AND EXCHANGE SERVICE 


1. THIS CONTRACT SUPPLEMENT, made this 15th day of October 1952, between 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, acting 
pursuant to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act 
of Congress approved August 26, 1987 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress 
approved August 4, 1989 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or sup- 
plementary thereto, and PAcirric GAs AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, a corporation 
erganized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, 
hereinafter called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
{No. 175r—2650), dated April 2, 1951, hereinafter called the Exchange Contract, 
whereby the Contractor agreed under certain conditions to accept delivery of 
power and energy from the United States into the electric system of the Con- 
tractor at Tracy Switchyard and in return to deliver power and energy to, or 
for the account of, the United States; and 

3. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
(No, 175r-—3428), dated October 3, 1951, hereinafter called the Sales Contract, 
providing, among other things, for the delivery of electric power and energy 
between the parties at Tracy Switchyard and at such other points of inter- 
connection as the parties may agree upon; and 

4. Whereas, the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
(Amendment No. 1 to 175r—8428), dated October 15, 1952, amending the Sales 
Contract to provide for parallel operation of the transmission lines of the parties ; 

5. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 

6. So long as Amendment No. 1 to 175r—3428 is in effect. 

(a) Points of interconnection and voltages contemplated by Article 9 (a) 
(ii) of the Exchange Contract shall be those points of interconnection and 
voltages provided for in said Amendment No. 1. 

‘b) The provisions of Article 12 (b) of the Exchange Contract shall be 
modified as provided in said Amendment No. 1, and 

(c) The provisions of Article 13 (a) of the Exchange Contract shall be 
snspended. 

Ls In all other respects the Exchange Contract shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

8. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract if 
made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

9. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, broker- 
age, or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the 
right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract price 
or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or con- 
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tingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by contrac- 
tors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide established com- 
mercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose of 
securing business. 

10. Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal 
year, the contract is made contingent upon Congress making the necessary 
appropriation for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have 
expired. In case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this 
contract is not made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from 
all liability due to the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 

11. This contract supplement shall become effective as of the effective date 
of Amendment No. 1 to 175r-3428. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this contract supplement to be 
executed the first day and year first above written. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By /s/ Ricuarp L. Boxg, 
Regional Director, P. O. Bow 2511, Sacramento 11, California. 
Paciric GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, 
By /s/ L. HAROLD ANDERSON, 
Vice President & Asst. General Manager, 
245 Market Street, San Francisco. 

Attest: 

[CORPORATE SEAL] /8/ Raymonp Kinpie, Secretary. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Supplement No. 3 to Contract No. 175r-—2650) 


SUPPLEMENT TO CONTRACT WITH Pactric GAS AND ELEecTRIC COMPANY FOR 
TRANSMISSION AND EXCHANGE SERVICE 


1. THIS CONTRACT SUPPLEMENTS, made this Ist day of July 1954, between THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, acting pursuant 
to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act of Congress 
approved August 26, 1987 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress approved August 
4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, 
and Paciric Gas AND ELectric COMPANY, a corporation organized and existing 
under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, hereinafter called 
the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into and sub- 
sequently amended a contract (No. 175r—2650), dated April 2, 1951, and a con- 
tract (No. 175r-—8428), dated October 3, 1951, wherein the United States agreed to 
provide the megavars required for service thereunder to the United States and 
its Customers; and 

3. Whereas, because of the increased loads of the United States and its 
Customers, as of July 1, 1954, the United States will not have available the 
necessary megavars required pursuant to the above-mentioned contracts and the 
parties have entered into a contract (Amendment No. 2 to Contract 175r- 
or providing for the sale of megavars by the Contractor to the United 
States ; 

4. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 

5. So long as Amendment No. 2 to Contract No. 175r-3428 is in effect, the 
obligation of the United States under Article 12 (b) of Contract No. 175r—2650 to 
deliver to the Contractor at Tracy Switchyard megavars equivalent in amount 
to that delivered by the Contractor thereunder to or for the account of the 
United States shall be deemed to have been satisfied. 

6. So long as Amendment No. 2 to Contract No. 175r—3428 is in effect, the 
United States shall be relieved of its obligation to provide reactive kilovolt-ampere 
meters as required by 13 (b) (i) of Contract 175r—2650. 

7. In all other respects Contract 175r—2650 as supplemented and amended shall 
remain in full force and effect. 

8. This Supplement shall be effective for the period July 1, 1954, through 
June 30, 1955. 
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9. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

10. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit 
or secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, broker- 
age, or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States 
the right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract 
price or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or 
contingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by 
contractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide estab- 
lished commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose 
of securing business. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this contract supplement to be 
executed effective as of the day and year first above written. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By /s/ C.H. SPENcEr, 
Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Post Office Bow 2511, Sacramento 11, California. 
Approved as to legal form and sufficiency. 
E. K. Davis, Attorney. 


Paciric GAs AND ELEectric CoMPANY, 
By /s/ lL. Harotp ANDERSON, 
Vice Pres. & Asst. Gen’l Mogr., 
‘“ 245 Market Street, San Francisco 6, California, 
ttest : 


[CORPORATE SEAL ] /s/ E. BB. Manuwarp, Secretary, 


Item 1 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Supplement No. 4 to Contract No. 175r—2650) 


SUPPLEMENT TO ConTRACT WitH Paciric Gas AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR 
TRANSMISSION AND EXCHANGE SERVICE 


1. THIS CONTRACT SUPPLEMENT, made this 9th day of December 1955, between 
THE UNITED States OF AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, acting 
pursuant to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act 
of Congress approved August 26, 1987 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress 
approved August 4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or supple- 
mentary thereto, and PAciFIc GAS AND ELECTkIC COMPANY, a corporation organ- 
ized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, 
hereinafter called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into and sub- 
sequently supplemented a contract (175r—2650), dated April 2, 1951, hereinafter 
called the Exchange Contract, whereby the Contractor agreed under certain con- 
ditions to accept delivery of power and energy from the United States into the 
electric system of the Contractor at the points of interconnection between the 
electric systems of the parties ; and 

3. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into and subse- 
quently amended a contract (175r—3428) , dated October 3, 1951, hereinafter called 
the Sales Contract, providing for the sale and interchange of electric power and 
energy ; and 

4. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into Amend- 
ment No. 3 to the Sales Contract which will affect the relationship between the 
parties under the Exchange Contract: 

5. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 
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6. So long as Amendment No. 3 to the Sales Contract is in effect, 

(a) Points of interconnection and voltages contemplated by Article 9 (a) 
of the Exchange Contract shall be those points of interconnection and 
voltages provided for in said Amendment No. 3, 

(b) The provisions of Article 12 (b) of the Exchange Contract shall be 
suspended, and 

(c) The provisions of Article 13 (a) of the Exchange Contract shall be 
suspended. 

7. Supplement No. 2 to the Exchange Contract is hereby cancelled. 

8. In all other respects the Exchange Contract shall remain in full force 
and effect. 

9. No member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

10. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit 
or secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, broker- 
age, or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the 
right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract price 
or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or con- 
tingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by con- 
tractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide established 
commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose of 
securing business. 

11. Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal 
year, the contract is made contingent upon Congress’ making the necessary 
appropriation for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have 
expired. In case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this con- 
tract is not made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all 
liability due to the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 

12. In connection with the performance of work under this contract, the Con- 
tractor agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for employ- 
ment because of race, religion, color, or national origin. The aforesaid provi- 
sion shall include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, 
demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff or termi- 
nation; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for training, 
including apprenticeship. The Contractor agrees to post hereafter in conspicuous 
places, available for employees and applicants for employment, notices to be pro- 
vided by the Contracting Officer setting forth the provisions of the nondiscrimina- 
tion clause. 

The Contractor further agrees to insert the foregoing provision in all subcon- 
tracts hereunder, except subcontracts for standard commercial supplies or raw 
materials. 

13. This Contract Supplement shall be effective on and after January 1, 1956. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Supplement to the Exchange 
Contract to be executed on the day and year first above written. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By /s/ C.H. Spencer, 
Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Post Office Bow 2511, Sacramento 11, California. 
PactFIc GAS AND ELEctTrIc CoMPANY, 
By /s/ N.R.SuTHERLAND, 
President and General Manager, 
245 Market Street, San Francisco 6, California. 
Attest: 


[CORPORATE SEAL] /8/ E.E.Manuarp, Secretary. 
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Item 2 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(175r-3428 ) 


ConTRACT WITH PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR THE SALE AND 
INTERCHANGE OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


INDEX 

Article No. 

1. Preamble. 

2-8. Explanatory Recitals. 

. Definitions. 

. Electric Power and Energy to be Supplied by the United States. 

. Integrated Operation of Electric Systems. 

. Electric Power and Energy to be Supplied by the Contractor. 

. Payments for Electric Power and Energy. 

. Redetermination of Project Dependable Capacity. 

. Stored Energy. 

. Adjustment for Losses. 

Deliveries of Electric Power and Energy. 

. Voltage and Power Factor. 
19. Standby Service. 
20. Measurement of Electric Power and Energy. 
21. Exchange of Operating Information. 
22. Uncontrollable Forces. 
23. Continuity of Electric Service. 
24. Facilities. 
25. License to the United States to Install and Operate Facilities. 
26. License to the Contractor to Install and Operate Facilities. 
27. Cooperaion of Contracting Parties. 
28. Provisions Relative to Employment. 
29. Officials Not To Benefit. 
30. Covenant Against Contingent Fees. 
31. Transfer of Interest in Contract by the Contractor. 
32. Contingent upon Appropriations. 
33. Notices. 
34. Waivers. 
35. Cancellation. 
36. Public Utilities Commission. 
37. Term of Contract. 
38. Agreements Superseded. 


1. THIS CONTRACT, made this 3d day of October 1951, between Tue UNITED 
STaTEs oF AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, acting pursuant to the 
Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act of Congress 
approved August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress approved August 
4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary tliereto, 
hereinafter referred to as the Reclamation Law, and Paciric GAs ANp ELeCTrrRIc 
COMPANY, a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws 
of the State of California, hereinafter called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the Contractor is engaged in the business of generating, transmit- 
ting, and distributing electric power and energy in Northern and Central Cali- 
fornia ; and 

3. Whereas the United States has constructed, as part of the Central Valley 
Project, Shasta and Keswick powerplants located respectively at and near Shasta 
Dam on the Sacramento River, California, and proposes to construct the Folsom 
and Nimbus powerplants located respectively at and near Folsom Dam, which is 
now under construction on the American River, California; and 

4. Whereas the United States is constructing a switchyard near Tracy, Cali- 
fornia, and 230-kilovolt transmission lines from Shasta and Keswick plants to 
said Tracy switchyard; and 

5. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
(No, [75r-1595) dated December 21, 1948, for the sale by the United States of 
power and energy to the Contractor, and a contract (No. I75r-1631) dated Febru- 
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ary 17, 1949, for storage by the United States of energy in Shasta reservoir for 
the account of the Contractor; and 

6. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
(No. I75r—2650) dated April 2, 1951, whereby the Contractor will accept delivery 
of power and energy from the United States into the Contractor's electric system 
and in return will make delivery of power and energy to the United States and its 
Customers; and 

7. Whereas the parties desire to enter into a new contract for the sale by the 
United States to the Contractor of Central Valley Project hydroelectric power and 
energy not required for the use of the United States and its Customers, and for 
coordination and integration of the electric systems of the United States and the 
Contractor, which contract will complement Contract No. I75r—2650 and supersede 
Contract No. I75r-1595 and Contract No. I75r—1681; 

8. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 


DEFINITIONS 


9. Wherever used herein, the following terms shall have the respective mean- 
ings set opposite thereto: 

(a) Project—The Central Valley Project, California, as now or hereafter 
authorized by the Congress of the United States, or pursuant to Acts thereof. 

(b) Project Plants.—Hydroelectric powerplants now or hereafter author- 
ized as part of the Project by the Congress of the United States, or pursuant 
to Acts thereof. 

(c) Customers.—Customers of the United States (including those served 
under Contract No. 175r—2650) other than the Contractor. 

(d) Preference Customers.—Customers entitled to preference under the 
Reclamation Law. 

(e) Contractor’s Peak Load Period.—The period between 7:00 a. m. and 
10:00 p. m. on any day except Sundays and the following holidays: New 
Year’s Day, Washington’s Birthday, Decoration Day, Independence Day, 
Labor Day, Armistice Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. 

(f) Mavimum Demand.—The maximum simultaneous 30-minute average 
power demand. 

(g) Project Pumping Load.—The power and energy required by loads of 
Project pumping plants and controlled by the United States. 

(h) Project Dependable Capacity.—The lowest power capacity which it 
is estimated (1) will be available in any month from Project Plants under 
the most adverse streamflow conditions of record (assumed to be 1930-1933 
until more adverse conditions occur), after excluding the estimated capac- 
ity required for Project Pumping Load during the Contractor’s Peak Load 
Period, and (2) will be supported by the amounts of energy prescribed in 
Article 10 (c), after excluding the estimated energy required for Project 
Pumping Load. Project Dependable Capacity shall be determined in ac- 
cordance with the methods used in the study relating thereto prepared by 
the Bureau of Reclamation, dated July 30, 1951. Project Dependable Capac- 
ity shall be 300,000 kilowatts unless and until changed as provided in 
Article 14. 

(i) Firm Load—The power and energy required by loads of the United 
States and its Customers which the United States gives notice pursuant to 
Article 21 (b) are to be served from Project Dependable Capacity or from 
capacity furnished to the United States pursuant to Article 12 (a). 

(j) Supported Firm Load.—That portion of Firm Load consisting of loads 
described in Article 12 (b) (8). 

(k) Contract Dependable Capacity.—The capacity remaining each month 
after deducting from Project Dependable Capacity the Maximum Demand of 
Firm Load occurring during the Contractor’s Peak Load Period in any of 
the twelve months ending with the month for which Contract Dependable 
Capacity is being determined; provided, that there shall be excluded from 
such Maximum Demand any part thereof that may be agreed upon in ad- 
vance by the parties. 

(1) Non-Dependable Capacity—The capacity of Project Plants, which is 
available in any month in addition to Project Dependable Capacity. 

(m) Contracting Oficer.—The officer executing this agreement on behalf 
of the United States, his duly appointed successor or his duly authorized 
representative. 
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(n) Construction Contractors.—Contractors engaged in the construction 
of Bureau of Reclamation projects or parts thereof or any development 
which has been authorized to be added to the Project. 


ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY TO BE SUPPLIED BY THE UNITED STATES 


10. (a) The United States shall make available to the Contractor, and the 
Contractor shall pay for at the rate provided in Article 13 (a), the Contract 
Dependable Capacity. 

(b) The United States shall make available to the Contractor all Non-Depend- 
able Capacity which the United States does not require for service to Federal 
agencies. including the Bureau of Reclamation, and Construction Contractors ; 
provided that the United States may withdraw any part of such Non-Dependable 
Capacity for sale to Preference Customers upon three (3) years’ advance notice 
in writing to the Contractor. The Contractor shall pay for at the rate provided 
in Article 13 (a) the amount or amounts of Non-Dependable Capacity which, 
together with the related amount of energy prescribed in subdivision (¢c) below, 
are made available to it upon at least sixty (60) days’ advance notice and which 
continue to be available for not less than five (5) successive calendar months 
and until terminated by the United States upon at least (sixty (60) days’ advance 
notice to the Contractor, except as otherwise agreed upon. 

(c) For each kilowatt of Contract Dependable Capacity and each kilowatt of 
Non-Dependable Capacity purchased by the Contractor during any month the 
United States shall deliver to the Contractor hereunder, and the Contractor shall 
receive in such month, energy from Project Plants in not less than the amount 
shown in Table 1 below. 


TABLE 1.—Kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 


470 

550 
September 460 
October 290 
November 170 
December 


Any of the monthly amounts shown in the foregoing table may, upon ninety 
(90) days’ advance notice to the Contractor, be reduced up to twenty percent 
(20%) ; provided, that the total shown above for either six (6) months’ period 
shall not be reduced more than one hundred (100) kilowatt-hours per kilowatt ; 
and provided further, that the delivery in any month to maintain the required 
total for each six (6) months’ period shall not exceed the amount shown for 
that month in Table 2 below, except as otherwise agreed upon. 

(d) In the event that the United States desires to furnish to the Contractor 
during any month energy produced at Project Plants in excess of the amount 
shown in Table 1 above, the Contractor, upon reasonable advance notice, shall 
receive such energy; provided, that if, for each kilowatt of Project Dependable 
Capacity, and each kilowatt of Non-Dependable Capacity purchased by the Con- 
tractor, the number of kilowatt-hours available from Project Plants exceeds the 
number shown for that month in Table 2 below, the Contractor shall be obligated 
to receive only so much of such excess kilowatt-hours as it can use in its system 
to reduce generation of energy by steam or to reduce purchases of energy from 
others consistently with its contract obligations with others and without impair- 
ing the safe operation of its system, all as determined by the Contractor. 


TABLE 2.—Kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 


Gat oS Se ee 
February 


November 
December 


(e) It is understood that the power and energy which the Contractor is 
obligated to receive under this Article shall be in addition to the power and 
energy which the Contractor is obligated to receive under Contract No. 175r-2650, 
subject to the provisions of Article 11. 


84976—57——-17 
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(f) The energy, if any, sold by the United States to the Contractor in any 
month shall be the total energy delivered in that month by the United States 
to the Contractor less (1) the energy required to be delivered in that month 
by the United States under Contract No. 175r-2650, and (2) the energy de- 
livered in the same month by the Contractor to the United States at the points 
of interconnection provided for in Article 17. The Contractor shall pay for 
such energy sold to it at the rates provided in Article 13 (a). 


INTEGRATED OPERATION OF ELECTRIC SYSTEMS 


11. For the purpose of developing the full capabilities of Project Plants for use 
in meeting the power requirements of the area, the parties shall operate their 
respective power facilities as follows: 

(a) Within the limits of the water available for release from Project reservoirs, 
water release requirements and safe operation of Project facilities, all as de- 
termined by the Contracting Officer, the United States shall operate Project 
Plants up to the full capabilities thereof in the manner to be scheduled from 
time to time by the Contractor so as best to meet the combined load require- 
ments of the parties, as determined by the Contractor. Subject to the limitations 
contained in this subdivision, sufficient energy generation shall be scheduled 
by the Contractor and delivered by the United States each month to meet the 
energy requirements of the United States and its Customers and to meet the 
obligations of the parties under Article 10. 

(b) Whenever the output of Project Plants as so scheduled exceeds the energy 
requirements of the United States and its Customers, such excess shall be de- 
livered to the Contractor by the United States, subject to the provisions of 
Article 10, 

(c) Whenever the output of Project Plants as so scheduled is insufficient to 
meet the energy requirements of the United States and its Customers, the Con- 
tractor shall deliver to the United States or for its account sufficient energy to 
make up such deficiencies ; provided, that the Contractor shall not be obligated 
to deliver in any month energy (1) at a rate greater than that necessary to make 
the capacity available to the United States and its Customers equal to the 
maximum capacity available from Project Plants in that month, except as 
provided in Article 12 (a), or (2) in an amount greater than that which the 
United States delivers to the Contractor in that month, except as provided in 
Article 12 (b). 


ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY TO BE SUPPLIED BY THE CONTRACTOR 


12. (a) If Project Dependable Capacity is reduced pursuant to Article 14, and 
the United States at any time does not have sufficient capacity to supply the 
Maximum Demand of Firm Load, the deficiency in capacity shall be allocated 
to Supported Firm Load in the ratio that the Maximum Demand of such load 
bears to the Maximum Demand of Firm Load at that time. The Contractor 
shall make available to the United States (unless requested not to do so), and 
the United States shall pay for at the rate provided in Article 13 (b), capacity 
necessary to supply the deficiency so allocated to Supported Firm Load as such 
deficiency may occur from time to time, so as to enable the United States to 
serve a Supported Firm Load up to (but not to exceed a Firm Load of) 300,000 
kilowatts or such increased Project Dependable Capacity as may be agreed upon 
pursuant to Article 14 (a) or (b). 

(b) If-in any month the energy available from Project Plants (exclusive of 
the energy required for Project Pumping Load) is less than the energy required 
for Firm Load, such deficiency in energy shall be allocated to Supported Firm 
Load in the ratio that the Maximum Demand of such load bears to the Maximum 
Demand of Firm Load in that month. The Contractor shall sell and deliver 
(unless requested not to do so), and the United States shall take and pay for 
at the rate provided in Article 13 (c), energy up to the amount necessary to 
supply the deficiency so allocated to Supported Firm Load, provided that: 

(1) The accumulated total of all energy sold by the Contractor hereunder 
from the effective date of this contract shall not at any time exceed the 
corresponding accumulated total of energy sold to the Contractor hereunder; 

(2) Such energy shall be delivered to the United States to support Firm 
Load having a Maximum Demand not exceeding the Project Dependable 
Capacity then in effect, plus the capacity made available to the United 
States pursuant to subdivision (a) of this Article; 
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(3) Such energy shall be supplied only to serve loads of the United States 
and its Customers, located anywhere within the service area of the Con- 
tractor, of the following classes: 

(a) Preference Customers and Federal agencies which (1) have had 
monthly maximum demands of 500 kilowatts or more each for three 
consecutive months in the twelve months immediately preceding the date 
on which the Contractor commences to supply such energy, or are expected 
to have such demands during the ensuing twelve months, and (2) are 
located and use such energy outside the corporate boundaries of municipali- 
ties wherein the Contractor serves at retail ; 

(b) Construction Contractors and the United States itself for any Bureau 
of Reclamation project or part thereof; provided, that such energy shall 
be supplied for such use only outside the corporate boundaries of munici- 
palities to loads where the monthly maximum demands for three consecutive 
months during the twelve months immediately preceding the date on which 
the Contractor commences to supply such energy have been, or during the 
ensuing twelve months are expected to be, 100 kilowatts or more each, except 
as otherwise agreed upon in writing ; 

(4) Such energy shall be provided only in sufficient amount (a) to bring 
the total energy available to serve Supported Firm Load in any month up to 
550 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of the Maximum Demand of such load in that 
month and (b) to bring the total energy available to serve any individual load 
in any calendar year up to 6,500 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of Maximum 
Demand in that year. 


PAYMENTS FOR ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


13, (a) The Contractor shall pay each month for the power and energy sold 
to it hereunder at monthly rates and charges, and upon conditions as follows: 

(1) Demand Charge: 

$0.75 per kilowatt of Contract Dependable Capacity ; 

$0.25 per kilowatt of Non-Dependable Capacity. 

(2) Energy Charge: 

First 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of Contract Dependable Capacity 
at 4 mills per kilowatt-hour ; 

Next 130 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of Contract Dependable Capacity, 
and first 260 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt of Non-Dependable Capacity sold 
to the Contractor hereunder, at 3 mills per kilowatt-hour ; 

Balance of all energy at 2 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

(3) Discount: 

The total bill as computed at the above rates shall be subject to a dis- 
count of five per cent (5%) for deliveries made at 44 kilovolts or higher. 

(b) The United States shall pay each month at the rate of $1.875 per kilowatt 
for the maximum capacity furnished to it pursuant to Article 12 (a) in that 
month or the eleven months immediately proceding such month. 

(c) The United States shall pay each month for energy sold to it hereunder 
at a rate equal to 1.15 times the average price per kilowatt-hour paid by the 
Contractor to the United States under subdivisions (a) (2) and (a) (3) of 
this Article from the effective date of this contract to the end of the month 
preceding the month in which such sale to the United States was made. 

(d) If the United States shall hereafter modify the rates and charges for 
power sold to its Customers, the rates and charges provided for in subdivision 
(a) of this Article may be correspondingly modified upon sixty (60) days’ ad- 
vance notice to the Contractor. Upon written notice given by the Contractor 
to the United States within such sixty (60) day period, this contract shall 
terminate three (3) years after the date of such notice. If the Contractor 
elects to terminate his contract, such modified rates and charges shall not become 
effective. 

(e) If the United States shall modify its rates and charges to the Contractor, 
as provided in subdivision (d) of this Article, and the Contractor accepts such 
modified rates and charges, the Contractor may modify proportionally the 
charge provided for in subdivision (c) of this Article upon sixty (60) days’ ad- 
vance notice to the United States. Upon written notice given by the United 
States to the Contractor within such sixty (60) day period, this contract shall 
terminate three (3) years after the date of such notice. If the United States 
elects to terminate this contract such modified rates and charges shall not 
become effective. 
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(f) If and whenever the delivery of power and energy hereunder shall be 
interrupted or curtailed for a period or periods each of one hour or longer in 
duration because of conditions on the electric system of the delivering party 
(except for an outage agreed upon in advance by the parties), or the capacity to 
be paid for hereunder is increased or decreased, the capacity and the amount 
of energy, if any, which the receiving party is obligated to pay for during the 
month in which such changes occur shall be adjusted as follows: 

(1) For each total interruption such capacity shall be reduced by an 
amount equal to such capacity times the ratio of the number of minutes of 
the duration of the interruption to the number of minutes in the month. 

(2) The amount of each curtailment shall be applied to reduce Non-De- 
pendable Capacity purchased by the Contractor, and the remainder, if any, 
to reduce dependable capacity. The amount of curtailment so applied to 
each kind of capacity shall be multiplied by the ratio that the number of 
minutes of such curtailment bears to the total number of minutes in the 
month and the results deducted from the respective capacities. 

(3) If, on any day other than the first day of a calendar month, this con- 
tract becomes operative or is terminated or a change of capacity hereunder 
becomes effective, the amount of capacity to be used in computing charges 
for any month in which such a change occurs shall be the average daily 
amount effective during that month. If Firm Load is changed by connecting 
or disconnecting any load on any day other than the first day of a calendar 
month, the Maximum Demand of such load used in determining the Maximum 
Demand of Firm Load for that month shall be reduced in the ratio of the days 
it was connected to days in the month. 

(4) The energy which the Contractor would otherwise be obligated to take 
or pay for during any month shall, because of any interruptions, curtail- 
ments, or changes in available capacity occurring in the month, be adjusted 
in the same ratio as the capacities are adjusted or, in the case of an agreed 
upon outage, in the ratio the capacities would have been adjusted had the out- 
age not been agreed upon. 

(g) Each party shall submit a statement to the other on or before the 15th 
day of each month of electric service furnished hereunder during the preceding 
month. Any payments due hereunder shall be made within fifteen (15) days 
after receipt of such statement. 


PREDETERMINATION OF PROJECT DEPENDABLE CAPACITY 


14. (a) At the request of either party made not more often than once a year, 
Project Dependable Capacity shall be reviewed and, if necessary, shall be rede- 
termined by representatives of the parties. Any such redetermined Project 
Dependable Capacity shall become effective three (3) years from the date of such 
request, or at such other time as the parties may agree upon. 

(b) At the request of either party made approximately six (6) months before 
the date on which Folsom Reservoir is scheduled to be ready for operation, Project 
Dependable Capacity, as effected by operation of Folsom Reservoir and each 
generating unit installed in Folsom and Nimbus plants, shall be redetermined by 
representatives of the parties. Such redetermined Project Dependable Capacity 
shall become effective in successive steps as such reservoir and each such gen- 
erating unit commence operation or as the parties may otherwise agree upon. 

(c) If at any time because of low head, inadequate water supply, or for any 
reason other than those mentioned in Articles 22 and 23, the capacity actually 
available from Project Plants for Firm Load and for sale to the Contractor, 
accompanied by energy as prescribed in Article 10 (c), is less than the Project 
Dependable Capacity then in effect, such lesser capacity shall be the Project 
Dependable Capacity for the month in which it occurs and thereafter until a 
redetermination is made in accordance with subdivision (a) or (b) of this 
Article and a new Project Dependable Capacity becomes effective pursuant to 
such redetermination. 

STORED ENERGY 


15. The delivery of energy which the Contractor is obligated to purchase 
under Article 10 in any month, in excess of that generated by water released 
from Project reservoirs to meet Project requirements other than power genera- 
tion, shall be deferred, with the consent of the Contracting Officer, as requested 
by the Contractor, and such energy shall be considered as stored for the account 
of the Contractor in the form of water in Project reservoirs. Energy so added 
to storage in any month shall be treated and paid for as if it had been delivered 
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in that month and all actual deliveries shall be adjusted accordingly. The Con- 
tractor shall have the right to withdraw such stored energy, without further 
payment, at any time by appropriate scheduling of operation of Project Piants 
within the safe operating limits of Project facilities, as determined by the Con- 
tracting Officer. If it becomes necessary, due to flood control or other mandatory 
requirements, as determined by the Contracting Officer, to release water from 
such reservoirs, the Contracting Officer shall give reasonable notice thereof and 
thereafter may release such water with or without generating energy therefrom, 
and the energy so stored for the account of the Contractor shall be reduced by 
the amount of energy so generated, or which could have been generated by Such 
released water if facilities had been available therefor at the time of such 
release. The deliveries of energy provided for in this contract may be altered 
by mutual agreement of the parties. 


ADJUSTMENT FOR LOSSES 


16. All amounts of capacity, power, and energy stated in this contract are 
adjusted for losses in transmission to the 220,000-volt bus at Tracy Switchyard. 
All amounts of capacity, power, and energy measured or determined to be 
available elsewhere shall for all purposes of this contract be adjusted for losses 
to or from Tracy Switchyard in amounts to be agreed upon by the parties, 
except as provided in Article 17 (b); provided, that all power and energy de- 
livered by the Contractor pursuant to Contract No. 175r—2650 shall be adjusted 
for losses as therein provided. 


DELIVERIES OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


17. Power and energy to be furnished under this contract (except that de- 
livered to the United States and its Customers pursuant to Contract No. 
175r—2650) shall be delivered as three-phase, alternating current, at a nominal 
frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second, at points of interconnection of the 
systems of the parties and at nominal delivery voltages as follows: 

(a) At Tracy Switchyard, at a nominal voltage of 220,000; 

(b) At such other points of interconnection and voltages, and with such 
allowance (if any) for transmission losses, as the parties may agree upon 
in writing. 

VOLTAGE AND POWER FACTOR 


18. (a) The power to be delivered by the United States under this contract 
and Contract No. 175r—2650 at Tracy Switchyard shall be delivered at voltages 
ranging from 209,000 to 231,000 as the Contractor shall request from time to 
time. 

(b) The United States shall deliver such power with accompanying lagging 
reactive kilovolt-amperes, by utilizing as necessary all available facilities in- 
cluding the Tracy pumping plant motors, as the Contractor shall request from 
time to time, ranging from zero to an amount not to exceed the amounts tabu- 
lated below or the amount the United States is obligated to deliver as computed 
under Article 12 (b) of Contract No. 175r—2650), whichever amount is the greater : 

Reactive kilovolt- 
amperes delivered to 
contractor’s sytsem 


For delivery voltages at Tracy Switchyard: at Tracy Switchyard 
I, eaten 0 
nc cane aatipuietibessiiienenammaaaee 25, 000 
i  cistigpiinnmepninmeai 50, 000 
Se Cn ciate piienaanireemiiaatn 60, 000 
ne Se, nr tr sntenieeeniedin 70, 000 


provided, that (1) nothing in this contract shall be construed as altering the 
obligation of the United States to deliver reactive kilovolt-amperes to the Con- 
tractor as computed under Article 12 (b) of Contract No. 175r—2650; (2) neither 
party shall be obligated to accept magnetizing reactive kilovolt-amperes from 
the system of the other party; (3) the Contractor shall not be obligated to 
deliver magnetizing reactive kilovolt-amperes to the system of the United States ; 
and (4) delivery shall be made at other voltages and with other reactive flow 
upon request of the Contractor if the United States, in the judgment of the 
Contracting Officer, will not be prevented from making full use of its available 
generating and transmission facilities or from meeting other obligations. 
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STANDBY SERVICE 


19. (a) The Contractor shall deliver to the United States at the points of 
interconnection provided for in Article 17 such power and energy as the Con- 
tractor has available above its own requirements, including the requirements 
under this contract, as determined by the Contractor, for loads of the United 
States or its Customers being served from Project facilities, in the event of the 
inability of the United States to meet such load requirements by reason of 
failure or reduction of generation at Project Plants or failure of Project trans- 
mission facilities. 

(b) The United States shall deliver to the Contractor at the points of inter- 
connection provided for in Article 17 such power and energy as the United States 
has available above its own requirements, including the requirements under this 
contract, as determined by the Contracting Officer, in the event of inability of 
the Contractor to meet its load requirements by reason of the failure or reduction 
of generation at its powerplants or failure of its transmission facilities. 

(c) The deliveries provided for in this Article shall be made only during 
outages or reductions due to the failure of facilities and not due to inadequacy 
of water for power generation. 

(d) Bnergy furnished pursuant to this Article shall be returned to the supply- 
ing party kilowatt-hour for kilowatt-hour at the earliest practicable time in ac- 
cordance with schedules to be agreed upon between the Contractor and the 
Contracting Officer. There shall be no payment or accounting for capacity fur- 
nished pursuant to this Article. 


MEASUREMENT OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


20. (a) The United States shall provide and maintain metering equipment of 
a recording or other appropriate type to measure the power and energy and 
reactive kilovolt-amperes furnished to or received from the Contractor at the 
points of interconnection and at the nominal delivery voltages provided for in 
Article 17 and such other metering equipment as may be required to carry out 
the provisions of this contract. The United States shall read all meters on the 
last day of each billing period and at such other times as may be required to 
earry out the provisions of this contract and submit a copy of all readings to 
the Contractor for its records. The United States shall service and maintain 
recording charts on all recording meters, and shall make such charts available 
to the Contractor upon request. 

(b) The meters shall be sealed and the seals shall be broken only upon 
occasions when the meters are to be inspected, tested, or adjusted, and repre- 
sentatives of the Contractor shall be afforded reasonable opportunity to be pres- 
ent upon such occasions. The meters shall be tested at least once each year 
and at any reasonable time upon request therefor of either party. Any meter- 
ing equipment found to be defective or inaccurate shall be repaired and re- 
adjusted or replaced. Should any meter fail to register, the power and energy 
delivered hereunder during such period of failure to register, shall, for billing 
purposes, be estimated from the best information available. 

(c) If any of the meter tests provided for herein discloses that the error of 
any meter or meters exceeds two per cent (2%), correction based upon the 
inaccuracy found shall be made of the records of electric service furnished 
since the beginning of the monthly billing period immediately preceding the 
billing period during which the test was made; provided, that no correction 
shall be made for a longer period than such inaccuracy may be determined by 
the parties to have existed. Any correction in billing resulting from such cor- 
rection in meter records shall be made in the next monthly bill rendered, and 
such correction when made shall constitute full adjustment of any claim between 
the parties arising out of such inaccuracy of meters. 


EXCHANGE OF OPERATING INFORMATION 


21. (a) The parties shall exchange information with respect to matters per- 
taining to operations under this contract, including but not limited to (1) 
scheduling of available energy from Project Plants; (2) determination of 
amounts of power and energy delivered and to be delivered hereunder; (3) 
releases of water from Project reservoirs; and (4) operation of hydroelectric 
plants on the Contractor’s system which will affect such releases. 
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(b) The United States shall inform the Contractor in writing at least an- 
nually of the estimated requirements for the ensuing four-year period of exist- 
ing or anticipated loads of the United States and its Customers. Such notice 
shall specify whether such loads are to be served from Project Dependable 
Capacity or from Non-Dependable Capacity. The United States shall give the 
Contractor at least one year’s advance notice of transfer of any load, other 
than Project Pumping Load, between Non-Dependable Capacity and Project 
Dependable Capacity, except as otherwise agreed upon. 

(ec) On or about the first days of April and October of each year the Con- 
tracting Officer shall furnish the Contractor with a statement of operating 
limitations which will apply to Project Plants for the ensuing six (6) months’ 
period. Such limitations may be revised from time to time upon reasonable 
notice. 


UNCONTROLLABLE FORCES 


22. Neither party shall be considered to be in default in respect to any obliga- 
tion hereunder, if prevented from fulfilling such obligation by reason of an 
uncontrollable force. For the purpose of this contract the term “uncontrollable 
force” means any cause beyond the control of the party affected, including, but 
not limited to, failure of facilities, flood, earthquake, storm, lightning, fire, epi- 
demic, war, riot, civil disturbance, labor disturbance, sabotage, and restraint by 
court or public authority, which by exercise of due diligence and foresight such 
party could not reasonably have been expected to avoid. Either party rendered 
unable to fulfill any obligation by reason of an uncontrollable force shall exercise 
due diligence to remove such inability with all reasonable dispatch. 


CONTINUITY OF ELECTRIC SERVICE 


23. The delivery of power and energy hereunder, unless otherwise specified in 
this contract, shall be made continuously except for (1) interruptions or reduc- 
tions due to uncontrollable forces, as defined in Article 22; (2) interruptions or 
reductions due to operation of devices installed for power system protection ; and 
(3) temporary interruptions or reductions, which, in the opinion of the delivering 
party, are necessary or desirable for the purposes of maintenance, repairs, re- 
placements, installation of equipment, or investigation and inspection. The de- 
livering party, except in case of emergency as determined by it, will give the 
receiving party reasonable advance notice of such temporary interruptions or 
reductions and will remove the cause thereof with diligence. 


FACILITIES 


24. (a) The United States, at its own expense, shall provide, operate, and 
maintain such equipment as is necessary to enable it to perform its obligations 
hereunder, including, but not limited to, facilities for communication and for 
the control, transformation, regulation, and transmission of the power and 
energy delivered or received by it hereunder. 

(b) The Contractor, at its own expense, shall provide, operate, and maintain 
such equipment as is necessary to enable it to perform its obligations hereunder. 
including, but not limited to, facilities for communication and for the control, 
transformation, regulation, and transmission of the power and energy received 
or delivered by it hereunder. 


LICENSE TO THE UNITED STATES TO INSTALL AND OPERATE FACILITIES 


25. The Contractor, upon request from time to time by the Contracting Officer, 
will grant to the United States a license or licenses to construct, install, operate, 
maintain, replace, or repair, upon the property of the Contractor, such facilities 
as in the opinion of the Contractor are necessary or desirable for the purposes of 
this contract. The license or licenses so granted shall be in form and of legal 
sufficiency acceptable to the Contracting Officer, shall be and remain in effect dur- 
ing the term of this contract, and shall expire coincidently therewith. Any facil- 
ities so installed by the United States pursuant to said license or licenses shall be 
and remain the property of the United States notwithstanding that the same may 
have been affixed to the premises, and the United States shall have a reasonable 
time after the expiration of said license or licenses in which to remove its facilities 
so installed. 
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LICENSE TO THE CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL AND OPERATE FACILITIES 


26. The United States hereby grants the Contractor a license to construct, 
install, operate, maintain, replace, or repair, upon property of the United States 
under the administrative control and jurisdiction of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
such facilities as in the opinion of the Contracting Officer are necessary or desir- 
able for the purposes of this contract. Said license shall remain in effect during 
the term of this contract and shall expire coincidently therewith. Any facilities 
so installed by the Contractor pursuant hereto shall be and remain the property 
of the Contractor, notwithstanding that the same may have been affixed to the 
premises, and the Contractor shall have a reasonable time after the expiration of 
said license in which to remove its facilities so installed. 


COOPERATION OF CONTRACTING PARTIES 


27. (a) If, in the maintenance of their respective electric systems or equipment 
and the utilization thereof for the purposes of this contract, it becomes necessary 
by reason of any emergency or extraordinary condition for either party to request 
the other to furnish personnel, materials, tools, and equipment for the accomplish- 
ment thereof, the party so requested shall cooperate with the other and render 
such assistance as the party so requested may determine to be available. The 
party making such request, upon receipt of properly itemized bills from the other 
party, shall reimburse the party rendering such assistance for all costs properly 
and reasonably incurred by it in such performance, including not to exceed ten 
percent (10%) thereof for administrative and general expenses, such costs to be 
determined on the basis of current charges or rates used in its own operations by 
the party rendering assistance. 

(b) No laborer or mechanic, in the employ of the Contractor, doing any part 
of the work contemplated by this Article, shall be required or permitted to work 
more than eight hours in any one calendar day upon such work at the site thereof, 
except upon the condition that compensation is paid to such laborer or mechanic 
in accordance with the provisions of this Article. The wages of every laborer and 
mechanic employed by the Contractor in the performance of any part of the work 
contemplated by this Article shall be computed on a basic day rate of eight hours 
per day and work in excess of eight hours per day shall be permitted only upon 
the condition that every such laborer and mechanic shall be compensated for all 
hours worked in excess of eight hours per day at not less than one and one-half 
times the basic rate of pay. For each violation of the requirements of this 
Article a penalty of five dollars shall be imposed upon the Contractor for each 
laborer or mechanic for every calendar day in which such employee is required or 
permitted to labor more than eight hours upon said work without receiving com- 
pensation computed in accordance with this Article, and all penalties thus im- 
posed shall be withheld for the use and benefit of the United States; provided, 
that this stipulation shall be subject in all respects to the exceptions and provi- 
sions of U. S. Code, Title 40, sections 321, 324, 325, 325a, and 326 relating to hours 
of labor and to compensation for overtime. 


PROVISIONS RELATIVE TO EMPLOY MENT 


28. (a) The Contractor shall not discriminate against any employee or appli- 
‘ant for employment because of race, creed, color, or national origin, and 
shall require an identical provision to be included in all subcontracts; provided, 
however, that this clause does not refer to, extend to, or cover the business or 
activities of the Contractor which are not related to or involved in the per- 
formance of any part of the work contemplated by this contract. 

(b) In the performance of any part of the work contemplated by this contract, 
the Contractor shall not employ any person undergoing sentence of imprison- 
ment at hard labor. 


OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


29. No member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract if 
made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 
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COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES 


30. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the 
right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract 
price or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or 
eontingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by con- 
tractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide established 
commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose of 
securing business. 


TRANSFER OF INTEREST IN CONTRACT BY THE CONTRACTOR 


31. No voluntary transfer of this contract or of the rights of the Contractor 
hereunder shall be made without the written approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior; provided, that any successor to or assignee of the rights of the Contrac- 
tor, whether by voluntary transfer, judicial sale, foreclosure sale, or otherwise, 
shall be subject to all the provisions and conditions of this contract to the same 
extent as though such successor or assignee were the original Contractor here- 
under ; and provided further, that the execution of a mortgage or trust deed, or 
judicial or foreclosure sales made thereunder, shall not be deemed voluntary 
transfers within the meaning of this Article. 


CONTINGENT UPON APPROPRIATIONS 


32. Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal year, 
the contract is made contingent upon Congress making the necessary appropria- 
tion for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have expired. In 
case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this contract is not made, 
the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all liability due to the 
failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 


NOTICES 


33. Except as otherwise agreed upon by the parties, any notice, demand or 
request required or authorized by this contract shall be deemed properly given 
if mailed, postage prepaid, to the Contracting Officer at the address shown on the 
signature page hereof, on behalf of the United States, and to the Vice President 
and General Manager of the Contractor at the address shown on the signatvre 
page hereof, on behalf of the Contractor. The designation of the person to be 
notified or the address of such person may be changed at any time by similar 
notice. 

WAIVERS 


34. Any waiver at any time by either party of its rights with respect to a default 
or any other matter arising in connection with this contract shall not be deemed 
to be a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or matter. 


CANCELLATION 
35. In the event— 

(a) the United States shall construct or contract to acquire a source or 
sources of power other than Project Plants, or transmission lines to a: sonrce 
or sources of power other than Project Plants, for connection with Project 
facilities, and this contract is not amended to accommodate the use of such 
power by mutual agreement of the parties within six (6) months after re- 
quest therefor by either party made on or after the commencement of such 
construction or the date of such contract of acquisition, whichever is the 
earlier, or 

(b) the parties fail to agree to a redetermination of Project Dependable 
Capacity pursuant to Article 14 (a) or (b) within six (6) months after the 
date of request therefor, 

then either party may cancel this contract by giving three (3) years’ advance 
notice in writing to the other party not more than sixty (60) days after the 
expiration of any such six months’ period. 


84976—57——-18 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 


36. Within thirty (30) days after execution of this contract, the Contractor 
shall file an application with the Public Utilities Commission of the State of 
California for an order authorizing the Contractor to carry out the terms hereof 
and shall prosecute such application and any proceedings thereon diligently. 
If such order is not issued and effective within nine (9) months after execution 
of this contract, the contract shall thereupon become null and void. If such 
Commission by subsequent order shall prevent the Contractor from carrying out 
any of the provisions of this contract the United States may, within sixty (60) 
days after the effective date of such order, terminate this contract by giving 
written notice not less than one year in advance thereof to the Contractor. It 
is understood that the Contractor, by entering into this contract, does not dedicate 
or intend to dedicate its facilities to the service provided for in this contract for 
the use of the United States or anyone else. 


TERM OF CONTRACT 


387. Subject to the provisions of Article 36, this contract shall become effective 
upon the effective date of the authorizing order contemplated by Article 36, and 
except as otherwise provided herein, shall terminate April 1, 1961. 


AGREEMENTS SUSPERSEDED 


38. This contract shall supersede and cancel Contract No. 175r—1595 and Con- 
tract No. 175r—1631 upon the effective date hereof; provided, that any credit 
ro the Contractor in the Exchange Energy Account provided for in Contract 
No. 175r—1631 shall on such date be transferred to the account of the Contractor 
under Article 15. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this contract to be executed the 
day and year first above written. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By Ricuarp L. Boke, 
Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
U. 8. Department of the Interior, Sacramento, California, 


Pacigic GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, 
By J.B. Buack, President, 
U. 8S. Department of the Interior, Sacramento, California. 
Attest: 


[CORPORATE SEAL] RAYMOND KINpIG, Secretary. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Amendment No. 1 to 175r—38428) 


AMENDMENT TO ContTrRAcT WitH Paciric GAs AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR THE 
SALE AND INTERCHANGE OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


1. THIS CONTRACT AMENDMENT, made this 15th day of October 1952, between 
THE Untrep States or AMERICA, hereinafter called. the United States, acting 
pursuant to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act of 
Congress approved August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress 
approved August 4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or supple- 
mentary thereto, and Paciric Gas AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY, a corporation organ- 
ized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, 
hereinafter called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
(No. 175r-3428), dated October 3, 1951, hereinafter called the Sales Contract, 
providing, among other things, for the delivery of electric power and energy 
between the parties at Tracy Switchyard and at such other points of intercon- 
nection as the parties may agree upon; and 

3. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into a contract 
(No. 175r—2650), dated April 2, 1951, whereby the Contractor agreed under 
certain conditions to accept delivery of power and energy from the United States 
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into the electric system of the Contractor at Tracy Switchyard and in return to 
deliver power and energy to, or for the account of, the United States; and 

4+. Whereas the United States and the Contractor desire to interconnect their 
electric systems at an additional point, to wit, the Shasta Substation of the 
Contractor, in order to secure parallel operation of their transmission lines ; 

5. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 

6. Article 13 (f) of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by adding thereto 
subparagraph (5) as follows: 

“So long as the transmission systems of the parties are interconnected at 
Shasta Substation and Tracy Switchyard, an outage (not agreed upon in advance 
by the parties) of transmission facilities of the United States connecting Shasta 
and Keswick powerplants to Tracy Switchyard shall be deemed to have caused 
an interruption or curtailment of the delivery of power and energy by the United 
States hereunder to the extent that transmission of all the power and energy 
(ineluding reserves) of both parties required as determined by the Contractor to 
be transmitted from Shasta Substation cannot be effected over available lines of 
both parties during such outage: Provided, That the amount of such interruption 
or curtailment shall not exceed that which would have occurred had there been 
no such interconnection at Shasta Substation.” 

7. Article 16 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted and in lieu thereof there is 
inserted the following: 

“ADJUSTMENT FOR LOSSES 


“16. (a) All amount of capacity, power and energy stated in this contract are 
adjusted for losses in transmission to the 220,000 voit bus at Tracy Switchyard 
over Project lines or for an equivalent distance over the Contractor’s lines. All 
amounts of capacity, power and energy measured or determined to be available 
elsewhere shall for all purposes of this contract be adjusted for losses to or from 
Tracy Switchyard except as otherwise agreed upon by the parties: Provided, 
That all power and energy delivered by the Contractor pursuant to Contract No. 
175r-2650 shall be adjusted for losses as therein provided. 

“(b) The adjustment for losses provided for in subparagraph (a) of this 
Article, with respect to all amounts of energy delivered hereunder by the United 
States at Shasta Substation, shall be a reduction of 414 percent and, with respect 
to capacity furnished hereunder by the United States measured or determined 
at the main generator terminals of the Shasta and Keswick power plants, shail 
be a reduction of 9 percent.” 

8. Article 17 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted and in lieu thereof there 
is inserted the following: 


“DELIVERIES OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


“17. (a) Power and energy furnished under this contract shall be three-phase, 
alternating current, at a nominal frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second, and 
(except the power and energy furnished to or for the account of the United States 
pursuant to Contract No. 175r—2650) shall be delivered at points of interconnec- 
tion of the systems of the parties and at nominal delivery voltages as follows: 

“(1) At Tracy Switchyard, at a nominal voltage of 220,000; 

““(2) At Shasta Substation, at a nominal voltage of 220,000; and 

“(3) At such other points of interconnection and voltages as the parties 
may agree upon in writing. 

“(b) The interconnections provided for herein shall be accomplished in a 
manner to be agreed upon by the parties in writing.” 

9. Article 18 of the Sales Contract is deleted and in lieu thereof the following 
is inserted: 

VOLTAGE AND POWER FACTORS 


“18.. (a) The United States shall operate and utilize all facilities and devices 
which are sources of reactive megavolt-amperes (megavars) in its system, in- 
cluding the Tracy pumping plant motors, up to the maximuim safe capability 
thereof as determined by the Contracting Officer, in accordance with requests of 
the Contractor for reactive support and voltage control. 

“(b) The obligation of the United States with respect to voltage, power factor, 
or reactive supply for the transmission systems of the parties and the Shasta 
and Keswick power plants shall be deemed satisfied so long as the United States 
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shall generate at the request of the Contractor during the Contractor’s. Peak 
Load Period not less than 140 megavars, as measured at the generator terminals. 
When and as other Project Plants become operative, the United States shall 
deliver megavars in an amount to be agreed upon in writing by the parties. 

“(c) So long as (1) the transmission systems of the parties are interconnected 
at Shasta Substation and Tracy Switchyard, and (2) the megavars available 
from the Tracy synchronous condenser and pumping plant motors equal or 
exceed the megavar requirements of the United States and its Customers, the 
obligation of the United States under Article 12 (b) of Contract No. 175r—2650 
to deliver to the Contractor at Tracy Switchyard megavars equivalent in amount 
to that delivered by the Contractor thereunder to or for the account of the 
United States shall be deemed to have been satisfied. 

“If the megavar requirements of the United States and its Customers exceed 
the megavar capacity of the Tracy synchronous condenser and pumping plant 
motors, the megavar requirements specified in subparagraph (b) of this Article 
may at the Contractor’s option be increased by all or part of such excess; pro- 
vided, that when magavar generating equipment is added to the electric system 
of the United States, the value of such capacity for use in supplying the megavar 
requirements of the United States and its Customers shall be that agreed upon 
by the parties.” 

10. Article 20 (a) of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by striking from 
the third line thereof the words “and reactive kilovolt amperes” and by inserting 
after the words “Article 17” the words “except as otherwise agreed upon by the 
parties.” 

11. In all other respects, the Sales Contract shall remain in full ferce and 
effect. 

12. No member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract if 
made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

13. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit or 
secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the right 
to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract: price: or 
eonsideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or con- 
tingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by contrac- 
tors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona-fide established 
commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose of 
securing business, 

14. Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal year, 
the contract is made contingent upon Congress’ making the necessary appropria- 
tion for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have expired. In 
case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this contract is not 
made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all liability due to 
the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 

15. This contract amendment shall, upon the effective date of the order of the 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California authorizing the Contractor 
to carry out the terms hereof, become effective as of 12:01 a. m., October 9, 1952, 
and shall not be retroactive. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this contract amendment to be 
executed on the day and year first above written. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By [s] Rrcwarp L. Boxer, 
Regional Director, P.O. Bor 2511, Sacramento 11, California. 
Paciric GAs AND ELectric CoMPANY, 
By [s] L. Harotp ANDERSON, 
Vice President and Asst. General Manager, 
_245 Market Street, San Francisco. 
Attest : f 
[CORPORATE SEAL AF¥IXED] {s] Raymonp Kinpie, Secretary: 
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UniITep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Amendment No. 2 to Contract No. 175r—3428) 


AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT WitTH Pactric GAS AND ELEcTrRIC COMPANY FOR THE 
SALE AND INTERCHANGE OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


1. THIS CONTRACT AMENDMENT, Made this Ist day of July 1954, between THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, acting pursuant 
to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act of Congress 
approved August 26, 1987 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress approved 
August 4, 19389 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 
thereto, and Pactric Gas AND ELectric CoMPANY, a corporation organized and 
existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, hereinafter 
called the Contractor, 

WITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into and sub- 
sequently amended a contract (No. 175r—2650), dated April 2, 1951, and a contract 
(No. 175r-8428), dated October 3, 1951, wherein the United States agreed to 
provide the megavars required for service thereunder to the United States and 
its Customers; and 

38. Whereas because of the increased loads of the United States and its Cus- 
tomers, as of July 1, 1954, the United States will not have available the necessary 
megavars required pursuant to the above mentioned contracts ; 

4; Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, 
the parties agree as follows: 

5. In consideration of the payments provided for in Article 6 hereof, the 
United States shall be deemed to have fully satisfied all its obligations under 
Article 18 (c) of Contract No. 175r-—3428 for the period July 1, 1954, through 
June 30, 1955. 

6. (a) The United States shall pay to the Contractor the sum of One Hundred 
Bight Thousand Dollars ($108,000) during the period beginning July 1, 1954, 
and ending June 30, 1955, in twelve equal monthly payments. 

(b) Except for outages agreed upon by the Contractor, the United States 
shall pay to the Contractor each month the sum of Twenty Dollars ($20) for 
each hour or fraction thereof in any Contractor’s Peak Load Period during 
which the synchronous condenser of the United States presently installed at 
its Tracy Switchyard shall be out of service for one hour or longer in the 
preceding month. 

7. On the first day of the month after all the Tracy Pumping Plant motors 
have been tested and it has been determined to the satisfaction of the Contractor 
that one or more of them can furnish reactive power, the United States may 
make such power, or a portion thereof, available to the Contractor at the Tracy 
Switehyard. For the minimum number of megavars thereafter continuously 
made available to the Contractor through June 30, 1955, except for outages 
agreed upon by the Contractor or caused by failure of Tracy Pumping Plant 
motors, the Contractor shall, on or before August 1, 1955, pay to the United 
States the sum of One Hundred Dollars ($100) per megavar times the number 
of months such reactive power was so made available. 

8. In all other respects Contract 175r-—3428 as amended shall remain in full 
force and effect. 

9. This Amendment shall be effective for the period July 1, 1954, through 
June 30, 1955. 

10. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

11. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit 
or secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, broker- 
age, or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States 
the right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract 
price or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, 
or contingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by 
contractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide established 
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commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the purpose of 
securing business. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this contract amendment to be 
executed effective as of the day and year first above written. 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By /s/ C. H. SPENCER, 
Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
P.O. Bor 2511, Sacramento 11, California. 
Pactric GAS AND ELectric COMPANY, 
By /s/ L. HAro_p ANDERSON, 
Vice Pres. & Asst. Gen'l. Mgr., 
245 Market Street, San Francisco 6, California, 
Approved as to legal form and sufficiency. 
E. K. Davis, Attorney. 
Attest : 
[CORPORATE SEAL] ‘s/ FE. E. MANHARD, Secretary. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL 
VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


(Amendment No. 3 to I75r—3428) 


AMENDMENT To ContTRACT WITH PAcIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR THE 
SALE AND INTERCHANGE OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


1. THIS CONTRACT AMENDMENT, made this 9th day of December 1955, between 
THE UNITED States or AMERICA, hereinafter called the United States, acting 
pursuant to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), the Act 
of Congress approved August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850), and the Act of Congress 
approved August 4, 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and acts amendatory thereof or supple- 
mentary thereto, and Pacitric Gas AND ELEctTRIC COMPANY, a corporation organ- 
ized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of California, 
hereinafter called the Contractor, 

WHITNESSETH : 

2. Whereas the United States and the Contractor have entered into and subse- 
quently amended a contract (175r-3428), dated October 3, 1951, hereinafter 
ealled the Sales Contract, providing for the sale and interchange of electric 
power and energy ; and 

3. Whereas Article 14 of the Sales Contract provides for a redetermination 
of Project Dependable Capacity when Folsom and Nimbus power plants are ready 
for operation; and 

4. Whereas the parties desire to change various provisions of the Sales 
Contract : 

5. Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein set forth, the 
parties agree as follows: 

6. Article 9 of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by adding to said Article 
subdivision (0) as follows: 

“(o) Reclamation Study.—United States Bureau of Reclamation Operation 
Study No. 65-0, dated September 19, 1955, and entitled ‘Study to Determine the 
Combined Project Dependable Capacity of Shasta, Keswick, Folsom, and Nimbus 
Power Plants under Contract No. I75r-—3428.” 
and by deleting subdivisions (g) and (h) and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“(g) Project Load.—The power and energy required for operation of Project 
facilities owned and controlled by the United States. 

“(h) Project Dependable Capacity.—The lowest electric power capacity, esti- 
mated in accordance with the methods used in Reclamation Study, which (1) will 
be available in any month from Project Plants under the most adverse stream 
flow conditions of record (assumed to be 1930-1933 until more adverse conditions 
occur), in addition to the estimated eapacity required for Project Load during 
the Contractor’s Peak Load Period, and (2) will be supported by energy made 
available for scheduling by the Contractor pursuant to Article 11 (a) in the 
amounts of kilowatt-hours per kilowatt required by Article 10 (c), in addition 
to the estimated energy required for Project Load.” 
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7. Article 10 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted, and in lieu thereof there 
is inserted the following: 


“ELECTRIC CAPACITY AND ENERGY TO BE SUPPLIED BY THE UNITED STATES 


“10. (a) The United States shall furnish the capacity required for Project 
Load and shall make available for scheduling by the Contractor pursuant to 
Article 11 (a) capacity in an amount not less than Project Dependable Capacity. 
The United States shall make available to the Contractor, and the Contractor 
shall pay for, at the rate provided in Article 138 (a), the Contract Dependable 
Capacity. 

“(b) The United States shall make available to the Contractor all Non- 
dependable Capacity which the United States does not require for service to 
federal agencies, including the Bureau of Reclamation, and Construction Con- 
tractors; provided, that the United States may withdraw any part of such 
Nondependable Capacity for sale to Preference Customers upon three years’ 
advance notice in writing to the Contractor. The Contractor shall pay for, 
at the rate provided in Article 13 (a), each kilowatt of Nondependable Capacity 
which together with the related amount of energy prescribed in this Article, 
is made available to it upon at least sixty days’ advance notice and which con- 
tinues to be available for not less than five successive calendar months and until 
terminated by the United States upon at least sixty days’ advance notice to 
the Contractor, except as otherwise agreed upon. 

“(¢e) For each kilowatt of Project Dependable Capacity the United States shall 
make available for release through Project Plants amounts of water which, under 
the methods and criteria specified and applied in Reclamation Study, would 
produce energy, in addition to Project Load, in amounts not less than the 
following: 

“(1) For that portion of Project Dependable Capacity required from 
each Project Plant each month, as determined by the Contracting Officer, 
the amount specified in Table One—A below for that month; provided, that, 
unless otherwise agreed upon, the amount specified in such table for any 
month shall be prorated so that an approximately equal number of kilo- 
watt-hours shall be available each week in such month. 

“(2) For capacity available January through June of each year, a total 
of 820 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt during such period; for capacity avail- 
able for only part of such period, the sum of the monthly amounts shown 
in column 1 of Table One—B below. 

“(3) For capacity available July through December of each year, a total 
of 1,960 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt during such period; for capacity avail- 
able for only part of such period, the sum of the monthly amounts shown 
in column 2 of Table One—B below. 

“The amount in any month credited to maintain the totals set forth above 
in paragraphs (2) and (3) shall not exceed the amount shown for that month 
in Table Two in subdivision (f} of this Article, except as otherwise agreed 
upon. 


TABLE ONE—A.—Kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 


Month Shasta Folsom Keswick Nimbu 


January __.. . 96 96 138 138 
February - - -- ‘ 112 112 160 1H 
March _. ‘ 112 112 160 1-0 
April 112 112 160 160 
May - 112 112 160 160 
June. ; 1 160 240 2A0 
July- alan . 320 320 360) 360 
August_......- ; ; ‘adunaiees 360 360 100 400 
PE o2ss4cn5<bonse a rh at Ph S 280 20) 320 320 
October. j es ; 144 144 200 aM) 
November. ___ nal teks emameiatiins ‘ 112 112 120 | 120 


December_- ee mre “ sada RO SO) 96 | % 
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TABLE ONE-B.—Kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 


COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 
JQDRONNL 62 AUS Sate BOO i wks se Sik REO 470 
IT i cisccnphistinditssasbnncstiiategleicndeaaba ST asia cteeitiis iningeis shaietigpiaiinincnsewn ede SOD 
mee to ot ee 746 FBentemiver. iia elu a 460 
Pi Re Fe 340 } October elie seu le ld 290 
Re ene ee tcndaestans bathedcetee 240] Movemeer Ui thei 170 
Frwme LO eT LU Ue OD ee 200 | Decembere iu. bl bc boi 120 


“(d) For each kilowatt of Nondependable Capacity purchased by the Con- 
tractor the United States shall make water available for release as specified for 
each kilowatt of Project Dependable Capacity in subdivision (c) of this Article. 

“(e) Prior to the first day of each month, the Contracting Officer shall furnish 
the Contractor with a written statement of expected Project operations for that 
month and the three succeeding months. Such statement shall contain and be 
based on current forecasts of water supply, water requirements and Project 
Load and shall be prepared in accordance with the methods and criteria specified 
and applied in Reclamation Study. The Contracting Officer shall make available 
for release through Project Plants the amounts of water shown in such statement 
to be available for such release unless such amounts are revised on reasonable 
advance notice to the Contractor and such revision is required by reason of 
mandatory Project requirements or occurrences beyond the control of the United 
States. 

“(f) In the event that the United States desires to furnish to the Contractor 
during any month energy produced at Project Plants, from water made available 
pursuant to subdivision (e) of this Article, in excess of the amounts specified in 
subdivisions (c) and (d) of this Article, the Contractor shall receive such energy ; 
provided, that if, for each kilowatt of Project Dependable Capacity, and each 
kilowatt of Nondependable Capacity purchased by the Contractor, the number 
of kilowatt-hours available from Project Plants exceeds the number shown for 
that month in Table Two below, the Contractor shall be obligated to receive only 
so much of such excess kilowatt-hours as it can use in its system to reduce 
generation of energy by steam or to reduce purchases of energy from others con- 
sistently with its contract obligations with others and without impairing the safe 
operation of its system, all as determined by the Contractor. 


Taste Two.—kKilowatt-hours per kilowatt 


ee See ees EN i Eras eile AS LE Beale | RAB EL TERA igre oP 600 
WUE eee Soe eee OG T Ga oso ta eu wecb stn ne 600 
ear eR hd anc cvs See 1 I ose ee et 600 
BIT test gta nt ee ee eae Ee be EATERS Se ast Be eae taal aia 600 
plinth eM 5 ELAR ope a de ce LFA EI seth arched ol 500 
ee ncn camden NOTE Te nee ee teenie ie we 400 


“(g) Water shall not be released from either Shasta or Folsom reservoirs, 
except to meet mandatory Project requirements and to support Project Depend- 
able Capacity, at any time when the amount of water in storage is less than the 
amount shown in Table Three below for the date indicated; provided, that 
storage temporarily may be drawn below the amounts shown in order to produce 
additional energy to the extent that a forecast based on precipitation, runoff and 
show survey data indicates water supply in excess of that which occurred in 1930. 
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TABLE THREE 


Reservoir storage, thousand 
| acre-feet 











Date om 
Shasta Folsom 
January 1 lhe Nin da patter dck aed dd ade acksthaincnsdveanananie 2, 923 | 374 
a Nt A a ea 3, 671 | 645 
Ne Soe a Se ee een ee ere Re ee 4,193 | 690 
pet cache wu ecs ieee eee ke cE dk ea atk 4,493 | 890 
PD Boiss this. nd a teed ein sad. dans own asstis ss ieitads 4, 433 | 1,000 
a aa a a 4, 138 982 
Tie. cern ee NO lee Se Se eee eR A See wee Loe 3, 742 | 722 
NS 5 OE STS TS RG FP PR a Te 3, 352 | 476 
CO iid dacdcwlenUan 1a: caseduisdnceithanaton Jd ds est tee iets 3, 152 400 
ia i i ee i 3, 044 378 
MP A or ee Ree ee ee ee ee eet Seen eee Bed ete 2, 984 384 





“(h) If in any month the United States furnishes Nondependable Capacity to 
Customers, the United States shall make available in that month for release 
through Project Plants amounts of water which, under the methods and criteria 
specilied and applied in Reclamation Study, would produce sufficient energy to 
supply, in addition to Project Load, not less than the requirements of all 
Customers. 

“(i) It is understood that the power and energy which the Contractor is 
obligated to receive under this Article shall be in addition to the power and 
energy which the Contractor is obligated to receive under Contract No. I75r- 
2650, subject to the provisions of Article 11. 

“(j) The energy, if any, sold by the United States to the Contractor in any 
month shall be the total energy delivered in that month by the United States 
to the Contractor less (1) the energy required to be delivered in that month 
by the United States under Contract No. I75r—2650, and (2) the energy delivered 
in the same month by the Contractor to the United States. The Contractor shall 
pay for such energy sold to it at the rates provided in Article 13 (a).” 

8. Article 12 of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by striking from subdi- 
vision (a) the words “be agreed upon” from the next to the last line, and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words “become effective” ; by striking “(a) or (b)” 
from the last line of said subdivision; and by striking the words “Project 
Pumping Load” from line 2 of subdivision (b) and inserting in lieu thereof 
“Project Load.” 

9. Article 13 of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by adding subdivisions 
(f) (5) and (h) as follows: 

**(5) So long as the transmission systems of the parties are interconnected 
at Cottonwood Substation and Tracy Switchyard, an outage (not agreed upon 
in advance by the parties) of transmission facilities of the United States con- 
necting Shasta and Keswick powerplants to Tracy Switchyard shall be deemed 
to have caused an interruption or curtailment of the delivery of power and 
energy by the United States hereunder to the extent that transmission of all 
the power and energy (including reserves) of both parties required as deter- 
mined by the Contractor to be transmitted from Cottonwood Substation cannot 
be effected over available lines of both parties during such outage: provided, that 
the amount of such interruption or curtailment shall not exceed that which 
would have occurred had there been no such interconnection at Cottonwood 
Substation. 

“(h) If there is insufficient head at Project Plants or insufficient water for 
release to support the declaration of Nondependable Capacity and associated 
energy then in effect under Article 10, the Contractor shall receive a billing 
credit based on the amount of the reduction in Nondependable Capacity as 
follows: 

“(1) If the block of Nondependable Capacity and associated energy repre- 
senting the reduction has been available for less than five months, the billing 
credit shall be for the entire period for which payment has been made; 

“(2) If the block of Nondependable Capacity and associated energy rep- 
resenting the reduction has been available for five (5) months or longer, 
and the United States fails to give the Contractor sixty days’ advance notice 
of such reduction, the billing credit shall be for the two-month period im- 
mediately preceding the month in which the reduction occurred; provided, 
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that if the United States shall give less than sixty days’ but not less than 

thirty days’ advance notice of the reduction, the billing credit shall be 

limited to the one month immediately preceding the month in which the 
reduction occurred.” 

10. Article 14 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted, and in lieu thereof there 
is inserted the following : 


“REDETERMINATION OF PROJECT DEPENDABLE CAPACITY 


“14. (a) Project Dependable Capacity shall be 300,000 kilowatts unless and 
until increased as provided in this Article. 

“(b) Project Dependable Capacity shall be 450,000 kilowatts effective on the 
first day of the month after the respective dates on which storage in Shasta 
and Folsom reservoirs has reached in the same year the capacities of 4,493,000 
acre-feet and 1,000,000 acre-feet, respectively. 

“(c) If in any year storage in Shasta and Folsom reservoirs has not previously 
reached the capacities specified in subdivision (b) of this Article, then a lesser 
amount of Project Dependable Capacity shall become effective on the first day 
of the month following the time when storage in Folsom Reservoir has reached 
the capacity of 1,000,000 acre-feet and the maximum storage in that year at Shasta 
Reservoir has been reached, as determined and declared by the Contracting 
Officer. Such lesser Project Dependable Capacity shall be determined in accord- 
ance with Table Four below, and shall continue in effect until increased pursuant 
to subdivisions (b), (c), (d), or (e), or decreased pursuant to subdivisions (e) 
or (f), of this Article. 

TABLE Four 


Project 
dependable capacity 
Shasta maximum storage (acre-feet) : (kilowatts) 

a eC OR TI ct ear ee noe SE MN Oe pee 400, 000 
Ne ee ee a ee ec ee nee ete 405, 000 
Cee ne nn nn nnn ee ae ws ene ice atm eemeancs 410, 000 
Neen enn ee ne ee cr Ee es 415, 000 
Si Tn 420, 000 
Teen ee een en nnn ee enna en nentnitn es cue ereind 425, 000 
Nee nn nnn nnn ee a ace 430, 000 
CN enn enn cae On eal te 435, 000 
Sy niet lial eo NIE he aah lal cml a OO aN ede 440, 000 
eee ee ee eee en ne ene ee crates ede eee 445, 000 


“In the event that storage in Folsom Reservoir does not reach 1,000,000 acre- 
feet or the storage in Shasta Reservoir does not reach 4,114,000 acre-feet in 1956. 
the United States shall, by not later than August 1 of that year, prepare a new 
operation study based on the maximum storages reached and the methods and 
eriteria specified and applied in Reclamation Study. The Project Dependable 
Capacity shall thereupon be redetermined by representatives of the parties. 
Such redetermined Project Dependable Capacity shall be effective the first day of 
the month after maximum storage has been reached in both Folsom and Shasta 
reservoirs. The same procedure shall be followed each year after 1956, if the 
maximum storage in Folsom and Shasta reservoirs, respectively, increases over 
previous years, until such time as storage in Folsom Reservoir reaches 1,000,000 
acre-feet and storage in Shasta Reservoir reaches 4,114,000 acre-feet in the same 
year. 

“(d) If in any year a new Project Dependable Capacity has been determined 
pursuant to subdivision (c) of this Article, and thereafter in that year storage 
in Shasta and Folsom reservoirs on August 1 exceeds 3,741,000 and 721.000 acre- 
feet, respectively, the Project Dependable Capacity shall thereupon be 450,000 
kilowatts. 

“(e) At the request of either party made not more often than once a year, 
Project Dependable Capacity shall be reviewed and, if necessary, shall be re- 
determined by representatives of the parties. Any such redetermined Project 
Dependable Capacity shall become effective three years from the date of such 
request, or at such other time as the parties may agree upon. 

“(f) If at any time because of low head, inadequate water supply, or for any 
reason Other than those mentioned in Articles 22 and 23, the capacity actually 
available from Project Plants for Firm Load and for sale to the Contractor, ac- 
companied by energy as prescribed in Article 10 (c), is less than the Project 
Dependable Capacity then in effect, such lesser capacity shall be the Project De- 
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pendable Capacity for the month in which it occurs and thereafter until a re- 
determination is made in accordance with this Article and a new Project De- 
pendable Capacity becomes effective pursuant to such redetermination.” 
11. Article 16 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted, and in lieu thereof there 
is inserted the following: 
““ADJUSTMENT FOR LOSSES 


“16. (a) All amounts of capacity and energy stated in this contract are de- 
termined on the basis of availability and delivery of such capacity and energy 
by the United States at the 230,000-volt bus at Tracy Switchyard. All amounts 
of capacity and energy measured or determined to be available elsewhere shall 
for all purposes of this contract be adjusted for transmission losses to or from 
Tracy Switchyard as hereinafter provided or as otherwise agreed upon by the 
parties ; provided, that all capacity and energy delivered by the Contractor pur- 
suant to Contract No. 175r—2650 shall be adjusted for losses as therein provided. 

“(b) Capacity made available by the United States shall be measured or de- 
termined at the generator terminais of Project Plants and shall be reduced for 
transmission losses determined as if there were no interconnection at Cotton- 
wood Substation and all capacity, so reduced, were being delivered at Tracy 
Switchyard, in accordance with the table marked ‘Exhibit A’ attached hereto 
and made a part hereof. 

“(c) After completion of the new metering system referred to in subdivision 
(d) of this Article, all energy flowing from the power system of the United States 
to the Contractor measured or determined at Cottonwood Substation shall be re- 
duced by 4 percent to cover incremental transmission losses on the Contractor’s 
power system as if such energy had actually been delivered to Tracy Switchyard, 
and all energy flowing from the power system of the Contractor to the United 
States measured or determined at Cottonwood Substation shall be reduced by 4 
percent to cover incremental transmission losses on the power system of the 
United States for delivery of such energy to Tracy Switchyard. 

“(d) Prior to the completion of a new metering system at Cottonwood Substa- 
tion to measure the flow of energy between the systems of the parties, all Project 
energy measured or determined at Cottonwood Substation shall be reduced by 
414 percent, all energy from Folsom and Nimbus powerplants shal! be measured or 
determined at the generator terminals thereof and shall be reduced by 4 percent, 
and all energy furnished to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District directly 
from the transmission system of the United States shall be reduced by 114 
percent. 

“(e) For billing purposes only, the demand of Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District which is used in computing the Maximum Demand of Firm Load and 
which is served directly from the facilities of the United States shall be reduced 
by 2 percent for transmission losses determined as if there were no interconnec- 
tion at Cottonwood Substation. 

“(f) Other loss adjustments shall be made by the parties from time to time, 
as required.” 

12. Article 17 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted, and in lieu thereof 
there is inserted the following: 


“DELIVERIES OF ELECTRIC POWER AND ENERGY 


“17. (a) Power and energy furnished under this contract shall be three-phase, 
alternating current, at a nominal frequency of sixty (60) cycles per second, and 
(exeept the power and energy furnished to or for the account of the United 
States pursuant to Contract No. 175r—2650) shall be delivered at points of inter- 
connection of the systems of the parties and at nominal delivery voltages as 
follows: 

*(1) At Tracy Switchyard, at a nominal voltage of 230,000 ; 

*(2) At Cottonwood Substation, at a nominal voltage of 230,000 ; and 

“(3) At such other points of interconnection and voltages as the parties 
may agree upon in writing. 

“(b) The interconnections provided for herein shall be accomplished in a 
manner agreed upon by the parties in writing.” 

3. Article 18 of the Sales Contract is hereby deleted, and in lien thereof there 
is inserted the following : 
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“REACTIVE MEGAVOLT-AMPERES 


“18. (a) The United States, when delivering megawatts to the Contractor, 
shall have available for delivery, and at the Contractor’s request shall deliver, 
accompanying reactive megavolt-amperes (megavars) based on voltage levels on 
the 230 kv. buses at the Cottonwood Substation and Tracy Switchyard, up to 
the maximum amounts shown on the table marked “Exhibit B” attached hereto 
and made a part hereof; provided, that the United States shall not be obligated 
to have available such maximum amounts if they are in excess of the megavars 
required to deliver megawatts at 95 percent power factor unless such amount 
(as so determined) is less than the reserve megavar capacity shown as a mini- 
mum for the voltage levels in such table; and provided further, that the United 
States shall have available for delivery to the Contractor a reserve megavar 
capacity of not less than the minimum amounts shown on said table. If the 
megavar requirements of Customers served under Contract No. 175r—2650 exceed 
the megavars as determined above, then the United States shall have available 
for delivery to the Contractor megavars in an amount equal to that delivered 
by the Contractor thereunder. 

“(b) The availability of megavar capacity required under subdivision (a) of 
this Article shall be determined when Project Plants are producing the mega- 
watts required for the sum of (1) Project Load, (2) Project Dependable Capac- 
ity, and (3) Nondependable Capacity then being paid for by the Contractor and 
that furnished to Customers. Megavar capacity of the United States shall be 
determined when all the Contractor’s 230-kv. transmission lines terminating at 
Cottonwood Substation and Tracy Switchyard are in service and when all Project 
facilities then available for service are operated up to the maximum safe capa- 
bility threeof as determined by the Contracting Officer and shall be based on 
net megawatt and net megavar deliveries between the 230-kv. systems of the 
parties at Cottonwood Substation and Tracy Switchyard. The United States 
shall provide and maintain necessary facilities to measure such net megawatt 
and megavar deliveries and the voltage levels on the 230-kv. buses at Cottonwood 
Substation and Tracy Switchyard. 

“(c) During agreed upon outages the megavar requirements of this Article 
may be reduced as agreed upon by the parties. 

“(d) Neither party shall be obligated to accept megavars from the system of 
the other party. 

“(e) The Contractor shall not be obligated to deliver megavars to the system 
of the United States except pursuant to Article 19. 

“(f) In addition to complying with the reactive obligations set forth in sub- 
division (a) of this Article, the United States shall operate and utilize Project 
Plants, as provided in Reclamation Study, and all other facilities and devices 
which are sources of megavars in its system, up to the maximum safe capability 
thereof as determined by the Contracting Officer, in accordance with requests of 
the Contractor made at any time for reactive support and voltage control: pro- 
vided, that the United States shall not be obligated to operate the Tracy Pump- 
ing Plant motors for reactive support unless the Contracting Officer determines 
that such motors are available for such purpose.” 

14. Article 20 of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by striking from the 
title the word *“‘PowrEr” and substituting the word “Capaciry”; by striking lines 
one, two and three of subdivision (a) and inserting in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing “The United States shall provide and maintain revenue-metering equipment 
consisting of three element kilowatt-hour meters to measure all energy”: and 
by striking from line nine of subdivision (b) the word “power” and substituting 
the word “capacity”. 

15. Article 35 (b) of the Sales Contract is hereby amended by striking the 
words “‘Article 14 (a) or (b)” and substituting the words “Article 14 (c) or (e)”. 

16. Amendment No. 1 to the Sales Contract is hereby cancelled. 

17. In all other respects the Sales Contract shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

18. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
admitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to his contract if 
made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 

19. The Contractor warrants that it has not employed any person to solicit 
or secure this contract upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, broker- 
age, or contingent fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the United States the 
right to annul the contract or, in its discretion, to reduct from the contract price 
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or consideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage, or 
contingent fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by 
contractors upon contracts or sales secured or made through bona fide estab- 
lished commercial or selling agencies maintained by the Contractor for the pur- 
pose of securing business. 

20. Where the operations of this contract extend beyond the current fiscal 
year, the contract is made contingent upon Congress’ making the necessary ap- 
propriation for expenditures hereunder after such current year shall have 
expired. In case such appropriation as may be necessary to carry out this 
contract is not made, the Contractor hereby releases the United States from all 
liability due to the failure of Congress to make such appropriation. 

21. In connection with the performance of work under this contract, the Con- 
tractor agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for em- 
ployment because of race, religion, color, or national origin. The aforesaid 
provision shall include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, up- 
grading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff 
or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for 
training, including apprenticeship. The Contractor agrees to post hereafter in 
conspicuous places, available for employees and applicants for employment, 
notices to be provided by the Contracting Officer setting forth the provisions of 
the nondiscrimination clause. 

The Contractor further agrees to insert the foregoing provision in all sub- 
contracts hereunder, except subcontracts for standard commercial supplies or 
raw materials. 

22. This Contract Amendment shall be effective on and after January 1, 1956. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOP, the parties have caused this Amendment to the Sales 
Contract to be executed on the day and year first above written. 


THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By /s/ C. H. SPENceER, 
Regional Director, Region 2, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Post Office Box 2511, Sacramento 11, California. 
Pacrric GAS AND ELEectric CoMPANY, 
By /s/ N. R. SUTHERLAND, 
President and General Manager, 
245 Market Street, San Francisco 6, California. 
Attest: 
(CORPORATE SEAL] BE. E. Manuarp, Secretary. 
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